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BEACH EROSION PROJECTS 


FRIDAY, MAY 22, 1953 


Houses or REPRESENTATIVES, 
CoMMITTEE ON Pusiic Works, 
SupcoM MITTEE ON Rivers anp Harpors. 
Washington, D.C. 


H. R. 1031—A Brut Avuruorizina THE PROSECUTION OF THE WorRK 
or IMPROVEMENT FOR Purposes OF Bracu Eroston CONTROL AT 
ATLANTIC Crry, N. J. 


The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 9:35 a. m., in room 
1302, New House Office Building, Hon. Homer D. Angell (chairman 
of the subcommittee) presiding. 

Mr. Anceti. We have before us H. R. 1031, introduced by our col- 
league Mr. Hand. If there is no objection we will ask that this bill 
be inserted in the record at this point. 

(H. R. 1031 is as follows:) 


[H. R. 1031, 83d Cong., Ist sess.] 


A BILL Authorizing the prosecution of the work of improvement for purposes of beach 
erosion control at Atlantic Cit New Jersey 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Re presentatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the work of improvement for purposes 
of beach erosion control at Atlantic City, New, Jersey, is hereby adopted and au 


thorized to be prosecuted under the direction of the Secretary of the Army and 
1 


the supervision of the Chief of Engineers in accordance with the plans and sub 
ject to the conditions recommended by the Chief of Engineers in House Document 
Numbered 538, Eighty-first Congress. 

Mr. Ancretit. We have Colonel Milne of the Corps of Engineers 
present. Because the colonel must get to a meeting of the Appropria 
tions Committee we will hear him at this time on this bill. Colonel, 
will you please explain the bill for the committee ? 


STATEMENT OF COL. W. D. MILNE, DEPUTY CHIEF OF ENGINEERS 
FOR RIVERS AND HARBORS, CORPS OF ENGINEERS 


Colonel Minne. Mr. Chairman, I would like to take just a little time 
to get into the background of the work that the Corps of Engineers 
has done in conjunction with the State of New Jersey in studying the 
Atlantic City area. I believe that background will probably be bene 
ficial to the committee in understanding the purpose ¢ f the bill before 
you at this time. 

In conjunction with the State of New Jersey the Corps of Engineers 
undertook a cooperative study of the Atlantic City area te determine 
what if anything could be done to prevent the very serious beach- 


1 
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erosion problem that faces the inhabitants of that particular area. 


Our district made a detailed study with the local people and came up 
eport recommending rather extensive beach-erosion protec- 
ea es 

| it report was « sidered by the Beach Erosion Board and they 
recomme led certain modification. The report was then transmitted 

e ( gress and it is new before the Congress for action. 
Phe bill which you have under consideration this morning simply 
eC! ithorization of the report that the Corps of Engineers 

rye ously recommended to the Congress. 


Mr. ( urman, will it be all right if I go to the map? 

Mr. AncreLn. It will be perfectly all right. 

Colonel Minne. This map outlines the work that has been recom- 
Corps of Engineers to the Congress for accomplish 

ment Phe pre blem at \t] intie ¢ ty is one of beach erosion. We have 

here the Absecon Inlet which is the entrance channel to Atlantic City, 

und the your m jor beach areas along the Atlantic Ocean are here. 


Phere is been a tendency for the channel to move to the south. 
In its move to the south there has been extensive damage done along 
this particular side of the inlet, as well as a material damage to the 
beaches in that the littoral drift has been interrupted, and the flow of 
and replenish these beaches is not always present, with the result 
tiat e beaches have beet ind are in the process of gradually 
aeteriorating 
Phe city itself has spent a considerable amount of money to rectify 
ts particular problem. In our report we considered a number of 
things that iould be done. First, at Absecon Inlet the channel 
hould be stabilized so that it no longer has this tendency to move in 
his particular direction Also we felt that construction of groins 
long the beach here should be done in order to trap sand, insuring 
that that beach is stabilized and built up. Specifically, the corps rec- 
Ol ended the steps 


\ steel-sheet-pile bulkhead at this particular point. 
construction of a series of erolns along Maine Avenue here, 
mild up this beach. 

I 
; ; 


1e extension of an existing stone jetty on this side of Absecon In- 
let down to this point, which would prevent Brigantine Island from 
ending on out in the channel. 
The construction of a series of stone and groin jetties alone this 
parti 1} ir he ach here to e) trap the sand. 
~ The overall cost of that particular project which we recommended 
n the document that we transmitted to the Congress was $4.738.000. 
In accordance with the beach-erosion law the Federal (government 
re the property is publicly owned can participate up to one-third 
the full cost. Sothe Federal participation is $1.579.000 and the local 
nterests would participate to the extent of $3,159,000. 


\\ e 


Since that report was completed there has been, of course, an in- 
crease in the construction costs. As of the fall of 1952 the revised 
total cost is $5,740,000, with the Federal share being $1.913.000 and the 
non-Federal share ben o $3,827,000. I] might point out that in accord- 


ance W ith the beach-erosion law local interests not only have to pay 


two-thirds of the cost of the project, but they must also gives assurances 
to the Federal Government that they will maintain all of the works 








| 
' 
t 
: 
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that are constructed. The State of New Jersey has given its as- 
surances both as to their participation in the initial capital outlay as 
well as their partic ipation in its maintenance. 

I would also like to point out two other things. One is the extremely 
high benefit-cost ratio of this project. I do not believe I have to te ll 
this committee of the value of Atlantic City to the State of New Jersey 
or, for that matter to the country as a whole. We estimate that the 
benefit-cost ratio of this particular project is in the neighborhood of 
16 to 1. It is one of the highest benefit-cost ratios of any project I 
have ever testified on. 

The other thing I would like to point out to the committee is the 
fact that Atlantic City has not waited for the Federal Government to 
authorize this project, but has gone ahead on their own and has done 
a great deal of the work in accordance with the project document that 
the C orps of Engineers has submitted. 

We have not been asked for our comments on this bill for transmit 
tal to the Secret: iry of the Army so I cannot testify or tell this com 
mittee what the position of the Secretary of the Army or the Burea 
of the Budget is, but speaking for the Office of Chief of Engineers we 
are in favor of enacting the bill. 

Mr. Anceii. Colonel Milne, what is the share of the total cost that 
the Federal Government would have to provide ? 

Colonel Minne. One-third of the total cost, and we estimate it to be 
$1.913,000, 

Mr. Ancevu. Is that in addition to moneys that have already been 
expe nded by the city for some of these improveme nts ¢ 

Colonel Mitne. The city or State share is $3,827,000. 

Mr. Ancetn. But in addition to that, have the ¢ ity and State done 
additional work ? 

Colonel Minne. The State and city have done some work included 
in that $3,827,000. 

Mr. Anceti. Are there any questions? 

Mr. Aucuincioss. I would like to ask a question. 

Mr. Anceii. Mr. Auchincloss. 

Mr. Avcurncnoss. Colonel, from what you said it appears to me 
that you are very enthusiastic about this project. 

Colonel Mitne. It is an extremely good project, Mr. re loss. 

Mr. Avcutnectoss. Is it about the best you can think of in the 
country ¢ 

Colonel Mitne. Well, that is a very difficult question, but from a 
beach-erosion standpoint it is an extremely worthy project. 

Mr. Avcnincioss. Some day you will come up to the northern 
cost of New Jersey, in my district, and look over some other worthy 
projects. 

Colonel Mirne. We are making a cooperative study now in parts 
of New Jersey. 

Mr. Avenincioss. Thank you. 

Mr. M ACK, Will the building of this project lessen the likelihood 
of shore installations being washed into the sea ? 

Colonel Mine. Yes, sir. That is, particularly along Maine Avenue, 
where there is a definite threat to the loss of that particular avenue 
and the shore installations. This projeet will relieve that problem. 

Mr. Mack. Do any of these installations, or does any of this land 
that might be lost belong to the Federal, State, or local government ? 
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Colonel Minne. The beach—and that is what we are concerned with 
in a beach-erosion project—is publicly owned, as I understand it, by 
the city of Atlar tic City; 95 percent of it is. 

Mr. AnceLL. Are there any further questions ? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Ancevt. Thank you, Colonel. Mr. Hand, I understand you 


have a number of witnesses you would like to present ¢ 


STATEMENT OF HON. T. MILLET HAND, MEMBER OF CONGRESS 
FROM THE SECOND CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT OF NEW JERSEY 


r. Hann. Mr. Chairman, I have an understanding with the com- 
mittee that my e al Atlantic City representatives will confine them- 
selves to 40 minutes. I have enjoined them to conform to that because 
I know what the committee is up against in the schedule. So, in order 
to conserve time | my self will make no statement, although I would 
very much like to, and I ask unanimous consent that I might make a 
statement at some future time. 

Mr. ANGELL. Without obj ction it is so ordered. 

Mr. Hanp. The only thing I want to add to the testimony by 
Colonel Milne is in regard to one point. That is, the benefit-cost ratio 
of this project, which he said is one of the highest he has ever testified 
to. It is the highest I have ever seen, and I have been sitting for the 
last 5 weeks in hearings of the Appropriations Subcommittee on Civil 
Functions where we sity - n examining the great projects we have in 

he Missouri Valley and » Northwest, and Ohio and Mississippi. I 
have yet to see a cae cost ratio which is anything comparable to the 
one here. 

Mr. Chairman, we are proceeding, of course on the basis of House 
Document 538 which indicates the full approval of the Army engi- 
neers and the Se retary ot the (Army and the Bureau of the Budget of 
this project. Since that « document has been transmitted we have been 
very hopefully antici patil o that at some time this committee might 
take favorable action. Let me thank the committee for the time this 
morning, and let me also thank this committee for the passage of the 
—_ laws in the 79th Congress which authorized congressional or, 
I er, I ae il participation in 3 be ach erosion projects. 
af I may, I would like to call Mr. Josiah White. who re presents the 
hotel ‘ntereste of the city of Atlantic ( “ NJ. 

Mr. ANGELL. You may do so. 

Mr. Hanp. Mr. White. 


STATEMENT OF JOSIAH WHITE, REPRESENTING THE MARL- 
BOROUGH-BLENHEIM HOTEL, ATLANTIC CITY 


Mr. Wurre. Mr. Chairman, I am one of the younger members of the 
hotel industry in Atlantic City, the Marlborough-Blenheim, facing 
on the public beaches. My family has been in the hotel business in 
Atlantic City since before 1900. We feel very strongly that the eco- 
nomic life of Atlantic City is based very much on the preservation of 
ur public beaches ranging along the Atlantic Coast and Maine Ave- 
uue in Atlantic City. 

In 1944—45. right after the Army occupancy there at Atlantic City, 
we opened up our hotels for the public again and we did a tremendous 
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business. The beach erosion became very alarming at that time, due 
to the fact that we were catering to and entertaining so many people 
in Atlantic City. Our resort is one of the greatest resorts in the world, 
and certainly one of the largest along the Atlantic coast. The eco- 
nomic life of our resort is based very much on the preservation of 
our beaches. 

I might add here, Mr. Chairman, that I am a member of the citizens 
committee known as the Emergency Erosion Committee. That was 
organized early after the Army occupancy—about 1945-46, I believe. 
I, particularly, knew nothing about erosion, but I did happen to find 
out a little something for our own protection. We came to the con- 
clusion that we had to put in certain protective works in accordance 
with the Army plan which we studied and evolved at that time. 

We went ahead and had to make these emergency protection works 
and put them up with our own money and State money, and it has 
been successful as far as we have gone. We must continue these works 
if we are to preserve our beaches. I might add a little bit about the 
value of our hotels. I am a layman, and I am not too familiar with 
figures, but certainly the value of our hotels in Atlantic City is very, 
very high in the ratables of the city. We certainly are the reason for 
the existence of Atlantic City. Without the hotels 1 am sure Atlantic 
City would not be where it is today. 

We have tremendous hotel construction there in Atlantic City. 
I am speaking as a layman, and want to stress as a layman our feeling 
of need for beach protection. I am a member of the Atlantic C ity 
Hotel Association and on their board of directors. I believe that is 
all I have to say unless anyone has some questions. 

Mr. Anceti. May I say that our committee made a rather extensive 
examination along the Atlantic coast with Mr. Auchincloss, and went 
to Atlantic City. As a matter of fact, we traversed that area in a 
rather unique proceeding. The committee was certainly impressed 
by the damage that had taken place not only along the Atlantic coast 
but in the Gulf States and on the Pacific coast as well. That is why 
our committee recommended the passage of this law allowing the 
Federal Government for the first time to participate where the Fed- 
eral Government is directly involved in sharing the expense of these 
projects. 

Are there any questions, Mr. Auchincloss? 

Mr. Aucuincioss. I would like to make a statement. Your Con- 
gressman, Mr. Hand, has been very diligent in this matter. He has 
practically taken all the hair off my head, but I want to commend him, 
for it, because it is a worthy project which we have before us here 
today. I know something about it myself. 

I wanted you to know that he has been active in this matter, and 
it was the result of his activity that these hearings are held here today. 

Mr. Wuire. I appreciate that. Congressman Hand has been work- 
ing very closely with our beach-erosion organization since its incep- 
tion, and without his help I am sure a great many of the things we 
are not benefiting by down there could not have been accomplished. 

Mr. Mack. I would like to observe that in my district on the Pa- 
cific coast we have many projects of this kind on a smaller scale, and 
I can testify to the great damage that is done unless this erosian 
problem is handled properly. 
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Mr. Wutre. I am glad you appreciate that, Mr. Mack. I am sure 
you must have a problem there. 

Mr. Ancetu. Are there any questions on the left ? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. AnceLi. Any questions on my right? 

Mr. Sreep. Mr. W hite, in your — nee in working with the com- 
munity on the work that has already been done, and in the planning 
and d scussions of what remains to be done, do you think that this 


prog mife eat el will solve your problem ¢ 

Mr WwW nite. Again I must speak as a layman, Mr. Steed, but I feel 
very Sll erely that because it has been so successful SO far, we as citi- 
ZA vant this program earried out in its entirety. We feel very 


1 


strongly that it is the only means we know of to eae beaches. 
Mr. Streep. Of course I know the Engineers asked for it, but I do not 

knov f enough has been done to show that it works. 

Mr. Wurre. I think another member of my committee is going to 


be able to speak a little more about the erosion committee’s work, and 
[ think you will find we did a terrific amount of layman study in 
questioning all sorts of people up in Atlantic City for years and 
vears—baymen, and oystermen, who would know something about 


the problem, and we became quite familiar with what was the proper 
procedure for prote: ting the beaches, and it conforms in our estima- 
tion with the Army plan 

I mav not use the te hnical words correctly, but the way they laid 
it out there - r the plans we have carried out and we hope to carry 
out I think will do the job if we get the funds to its entirety. 

Mr. Scupper. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Anceti. Mr. Scudder. 

Mr. Scupper. Possibly Colonel Milne explained the type of work 
that was contemplated to protect. the beach. What is the project? 
Is it the buil line of weirs, or what 

Mr. Wuirre. It is groins and a Again I would like to develop 
that but fee] I should defer to somebody a little more competent. 
Our city engineer is here. I have personally studied it but it is in 
a layman’s manner and would probably have no weight. 

Mr. Scupper. I was there on a ‘ouple of occasions a few years ago 
and noticed that at the north end | of the beach the erosion had been 
very bad, and shortly after a big storm made it worse and many of 
the cottages we ‘re shifted over the entire sandspit out there. 

Mr. Wuire. I noticed early in our studies up near Vermont 
A venue. before we seaatall: the se poems works, that a particular 
boarding house had its cellar starting to be undermined. The beach 
had comp rlete ly gone away and had ‘dropped over 7 or 8 feet there, 
and we could walk right along into the basement of the apartment 
house. 

Since that. time the beach has built up in front of that place tre- 
mendously and today they have no more fear of that erosion if the 
cycle continues as it is. We have built up a tremendous beach. Of 
course, part of that was due to pumping. 

Mr. ANGELL. Are there any other questions ? 

( No response. ) 

Mr. Anceii. If not, we thank you. 

Mr. Hanp. Before I introduce my next witness if I may I would 
like to thank my colleague and friend for his kind comments. This 
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project indeed is very close to my heart, but I want ¥f emphasize 
again I am not only interested in the project at Atlantic City but in 
the cveneral problem ot be ach erosion. which is national in scope ¢ and 
which, as Mr. Mack points out, affects the Atlantic, Pacific, and Gulf 
coasts as well as the Great Lakes. 

It is quite analogous In man \ respects to flood control. I myself 
have moved out of my home 2 or 3 times because of ocean floods, and 
lam very happy to support the ereat flood-control programs through 
out the country. However, we think the time has come when some 
attention should be paid to the coastal problem as well as the interior 
problem. 

The next witness is Mr. Kenneth Walton who represents the Emer- 
gency Beach Erosion Committee of Atlantic City. 

Mr. Anceti. We are glad to hear from you, Mr. Walton. 


STATEMENT OF KENNETH WALTON, REPRESENTING EMERGENCY 
EROSION COMMITTEE OF ATLANTIC CITY, N. J. 


Mr. Wauron. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, as 
Congressman Hand has told you I might be said to represent the 
general business interests of Atlantie City and particularly the com- 
mittee of which you heard, which is « ‘alled the Emergency) Erosion 
Committee. I would ae to ask you to mark particularly that name 
because the name itself has a brief story which bears very directly 
on this hearing. 

Mr. Aneeit. May I say we are quite familiar with emergencies in 
this Congress. 

Mr. Warron. Mr. Chairman, you put your finger on the spot. 

Mr. Ancett. I have been here 14 years ¢ and I have never gotten aw: LY 
from an emergency yet. 

Mr. Warron. We had an emergency and briefly it was this: In 
1949 our beach had so eroded that we lost a beach area sufficient to 
entertain 100,000 people in Atlantic City. There were all sorts of 
opinions as to what to do. We put together representatives of all 
the important civic and business interests in the town into a com- 
mittee whose opinion would have such weight that it would be lis- 
tened to. 

The emergency was so great that we persuaded the city to begin 
in a small way, although we could ill afford it, the most emergent 
works necessary to hold the situation until your approval might be 
given to the great permanent works which would be and which are 
included in this bill. We pumped sand on the beach to make beach, 
because we needed beach so badly. And I need not tell you that the 
beach is the lifeblood of a seashore resort. 

Nor is that a modern luxury. Gentlemen, has it not been ever since 
recorded time that going to the water in the summertime has been 
one of the great desires and wants of the people—all people? I like 
to think that this work of beach erosion—and here in Atlantie City 

have a prime case of urgent need for it—is very directly com 
parable to the splendid work being done throughout the West. in 
flood control. 

I have just come back from a 6 weeks’ motor trip to the Far West 
and it has been a great thrill to me to see the splendid work being 
done by the Reclamation Service of the Department of the Interior, 
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ind no doubt most of it under your authorization originally and your 


approval, to hold the floods and contro] the moy ing waters out the ‘re in 
the rivers in California and the Far West and all through the West. 
No doubt you gentlemen know far better than I the enormous ad- 


vantages that accrue to the Western States and the Nation as a whole 
thro oh that control of mov ng waters. In our part of t} ie country ~ 
and it is not by any means an older part of the country than the West, 
because as I reeall it California wa widinilthed to the Union in 1850, 


and Atlantic City was not settled as a resort until 1854—so we are 


eve ewer, and we have a mo’ Ing water problem to control the vast 
forces of slow ly moving water along the seashore. 


Just as it occurs in flood control in your splendid works in the 
West, we have terrific damage being done to our assets by these mov- 
ing waters, and no doubt this committee knows what I mean by that. 
It is not waves coming in, but that littoral drift which tears away 
our beaches. 

I wonder if it is not also similar to the problem in our oreat flood- 
control programs which are so necessary and so valuable to the Na- 
tion, in that this is a problem brought about by our present 
civilization. 

Two centuries ago the waters ran down the slopes of the mountains 
and formed rivers in the West, and no one cared if the river itself 
changed its position 1 mile or 2 in its meanderings. There was no 
one there to care. So it was along the beaches. For ages the ocean 
moved sand dunes back and forth and no one cared whether it was 
1 mile this way or that. 

However, the development of the seashore in Atlantic City, as in 
the development of the West, with the country being settled, was an 
asset to the Nation. We have fixed certain great cities on the shore- 
line. So we cannot any longer allow that shoreline to wobble back 
and forth under the free forces of nature. That is why we need these 
protect ive works against our moving waters on the coast in exactly the 
same way as we do in many States throughout the West against the 
moving waters of the oreat rivers. 

So I hope you will consider this is an important asset of the Nation, 
to be preserved by your approval, and that you will help us to pre- 
serve an asset which we think we have for the people of our district 
and of the Nation, which is a great seashore resort. 

sriefly, the businessmen of the town and the business interests and 
the people generally are thoroughly back of this Emergency Erosion 
Committee, and its approval is thoroughly behind this program of the 
Army which has been described to you by the colonel. 

We respectfully request your app roval of Congressman Hand’s bill. 

Mr. Ance.u. Are there any questions? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Ancett. Thank you very much, Mr. Walton. 

Mr. Hann. I woul | li ke to all the we of public works 
of the city of Atlantic City, Maj. William F. asey 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM F. CASEY, COMMISSIONER OF PUBLIC 
WORKS, ATLANTIC CITY, N. J. 


Mr. Casey. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, in the 
beginning may I say to Congressman Auchincloss that we of the State 
of New Jersey deeply appreciate the fine work he has done for shore 
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and beach preservation. Of course, in South Jersey we only consider 
him second to our Congressman because Congressman Hand, having 
been a mayor of one of our resort cities at one time, has lived with 
this problem of erosion. 

Mr. Avcuincioss. May I in reply say to the witness that I too got 
a key to Atlantic City. ; 

Mr. Casry. You are always welcome Congressman, and you can 
have many more. 

Mr. Avcnincrioss. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Anceii. He isa young man and may be a mayor yet. 

Mr. Casry. The Corps of Engineers made a complete study in whic} 
Atlantic City SS in the cost of. They have gone into this 
thing in a very satisfactory manner as far as we in Atlantic City are 
concerned. In the’ ir experiment: al station at Vicksburg, Atiss., — 
built a replica of our city and with their scientific devices they created 
the conditions that might eXIst there, and the Vv have come up Ww wna 
report which, if carried out, we believe will solve our problem of 
beach erosion. 

The thing has become very serious with us and the city has passed 
its borrowing capacity. We are in the positi on where we had to do 
thine In an emergency and could not wait for the money to come 
along, so we spent what money we have. If I may I would like to 
show these two pictures to the committee to show you how our beach 
line has receded in recent years. 

It has become very serious because along that beach there is over 
$100 million worth of ratables. In the State of New Jersey we boast 
about 23 million people coming to our State and 15 million people 
filtering into Atlantic City. The new Garden State Parkway and the 
New Jersey Tu rnpike we believe will increase the number of people 
coming to our city, so the preservation of the beach becomes one of 
the most important things to us because it is the lifeblood of our com 
munity. 

From the national defense standpoint, the chi oy 8 the colonel 1 
ferred to leads into a Coast Guard station which is very important 
for this. Adioininll that is a Naval Reserve station which, in the 
event of an emergency would be called into — vity. Thro lah tiv 
channel runs the oil barges which supply New Jersey with its gas and 
oil, and where the State already built a harbor of refuge. We are 
trying to develop that into an area where we can encourage boats 1 
come into our resort city, and which in the case of e mergen \ would 
be a very strategic point of operation, we believe. That is, from the 
Navy standpoint. 

From the Army sté indpoint we have demonstrated cm ability by 
taking care of 100,000 troops in our hotels. We have th est hotels of 
a convention ¢ ty. It is crowded. ‘There are 15 nih people who 
come to our city. Ona given Sunday during the season we will bathe 
up to 300,000 people on our beach. 

So. if we do not have a beach we lose that attraction to the public. 

Wethink the Ariny ehgineers program and their policies are darned 
near perfect. What little we h: = done along their suggested lines of 
procedure has been yn age but we need an overall job done ; and 
that overall job can only be done when moneys have been expended 
to the extent that the colonel referred. 
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As to scientific data and the like of that, we have had the full 
cooperation of our State organization. The commerce and navigation 
committee of our State has been cooperal ive. The city engineers made 
a very complete study identical to that of the United States Army 
engineers. We think we have the solution of our problem. The only 
thing lacking is the money to go ahead with it. 

Mr. - cHincioss. Would you yield for a question? 

Mr. Casry. Yes. 

Mr. ae curNncioss. You mentioned these large numbers of people 
who came to Atlantie City for recreation. Have you any evidence as 
to what States of the Union they come from? ‘As I understand it, 
they come from every State of the Union. 

Mr. Casey. I understand from every State of the Union, because I 
know some of our national conventionists come from every State of 
the Union because some of them, like the electric-light companies, 
bring them from all over. 

Mr. Walton made a statement about our city being incorporated in 
1854. Next year we have a centennial celebration—we will be 100 
years old and we would like to have a beach to show it off. 

Mr. Ancreti. Have you completed your statement ? 

Mr. Casry. I have, sir. 

Mr. Ancemt. Are there any questions on my left, or on my right? 

Mr. Sreep. Mr. Casey, do you feel enough work has already been 
done to demonstrate conclusively to you that this program is the 
answer to your problem / 

Mr. Casey. It absolutely is. I was amazed when I saw the replica 
down at Vicksburg some 17 years ago. Everything the Army engi- 
neers predicted has happened ; and what remedies we have put in have 
corrected the condition to the extent possible. In the Brigantine 
Channel. if we can correct that most of our prob lems will be at an end. 
When we build the groins we will have a bathing beach at Maine 
Avenue and we W il] not have to depend on the pr ine ipal be ach whie h 
extends from Maine Avenue to Longpoint. 

Mr. Ancetu. Are there any further questions ? 

Mr. Aucuincioss. May I ask another question ? 

Mr. Anoety. Yes. 

Mr. Avcuincioss. Is the community prepared to finance this 
project / 

Mr. Casey. We are, sir. We are ready and willing, and hope we 
are given the opportunity, along with the State. They are willing, 


too. 


Mr. Avcutncioss. Along the lines as suggested by the Corps of 


Engineers? 

Mr. Casry. Yes, sir 

Mr. Avcuinecioss. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Hanp. The city put up 50 percent of the plan and are ready, 
willing, and able to put up two-thirds of the cost of construction. 

My city engineer is the next and last witness. 

Mr. AnceLt. Mr. Swinton, we are very glad to hear you. 





ne neem 
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STATEMENT OF GEORGE R. SWINTON, CITY ENGINEER, 
ATLANTIC CITY, N. J. 


Mr. Swinton. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, the 
engineering on this subject of beach erosion cannot be a dry dis- 
course. We are right up to our necks in water. We engineers who 
deal with it find that it becomes more interesting and less dry as we 
get involved in it. 

The passage of the proposed bill, . os. 1031, as introduced by 
Congressman Hand, authorizing the prosec ution of the work of im- 
provement for purposes of beach-erosion control at Atlantic City, 
N. J., would be the culmination of the most interesting 8 years of 
Federal legislative program work. 

In 1945, in appearing before a similar committee, which was con- 
sidering the passage of what was then H. R. 2033—which I believe 
became Public Law 727, which is the enabling act of the proposed 
subject bill today —TI made the following remark, among other things: 


There is an urgent need for the guidance of a national technical authority 
in the study of the problem of beach-erosion protection. Millions of dollars 
have been expended in the past with unsatisfactory results. Expenditures could 
be more intelligently made if a scientific knowledge of the methods of protect- 
ing the different beaches could be developed. 

And that is what resulted by reason of the passage by Congress of 
Public Law 727 in the 79th Congress. The city of Atlantic City has 
in every Way proceeded since the passage of that bill to comply with 
the requirements and recommendations of that act. 

Likewise in 1945 I would like to quote, if | may, from the state- 
ment of the then Secretary of War, Mr. Henry L. Stimson, to the 
Committee on Rivers and Harbors that was considering the passage 
of the enabling act: 

As only a small percentage of the shores of the United States is at present 
owned by States and municipalities, or other political subdivisions, and as 
protection of such publicly owned property is needed and economically justified 
for only a small percentage of the total, it can be safely assumed that enact- 
ment of the bill will result in placing but little additional burden upon the 
Federal Treasury. 

This quotation I consider of great interest. The Secretary of War 
at that time continued by saying: 

However, enactment of the bill would give some encouragement to increased 
public ownership on the shores of the United States, and the improvement and 
protection thereof. The War Department believes that the preservation and 
development of publicly owned beaches are worthy objectives. 

As stated before, the city of Atlantic City has made every effort to 
comply with the requirements of Public Law 727 of the 79th Congress. 
It is clearly stated and, of course, it requires ho repetition in the report 
of the Army in House Document 538. 

As I said, this study has resulted in a broad, thorough, technical 
control by a national authority, namely, the Corps of Engineers and 
the Beach Erosion Board. The city of Atlantic City, or its engineers, 
would never have had the facilities, knowledge, means, technique to 
develop the study that has been made. We now feel that we are the 
benefiters of something Congress provided; and we comply, as is 
clearly stated in the report, with all of the requirements of the act. 
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[ emphasize that our beaches are part of the public domain and 
e consider and hope that in every way we comply in the mind of 


Another thing of vast interest and in line with a question asked 
by one of the Congressmen of a previous witness, is that the small 
amount of work that the city and State finances to date have allowed 
the city to accomplish, all of which work accomplished to date is 
‘ re] n accordance with the report and the recommended 1 rojects 
et forth in the report, ha proven without a question of doubt to us, 
who are handling the engineering, that the report is sound. The 
sooner we can finance and complete the remaining parts of the project 
the mer the benefits will result to the city of Atlantic City. 

If there are any questions, gentlemen, we will be glad to assist you. 

Mr. Anceti. Are there any questions on my left, or on my right? 

No response. ) 

Mr. Anceti. Thank you, Mr. Swinton. 

Mr. Hann. Mr. Chairman, if I may make a brief statement I would 
like to do SO now. 

Mr. Anceii. Very well. 

Mr. Hawnp. I should just like to refer to one paragraph of the trans- 
mittal document by the Chief of Engineers, which is paragraph 5 
Which Says: 

The proposed measures will protect and improve the inlet and oceanfront 
he es of Atlantic City. Benefits from direct damages prevented, and recrea- 
tion to the general public amply justify the proposed protective works. The 

entirely pub v owned and the public interest involved war- 
rants Federal participation of the extent of one-third of the total cost in accord- 
nce with the policy stated in Public Law 727, 79th Congress, approved August 


The Bureau of the Budget likewise said that the project was amply 
justified. 

I mention once more that the benefit-cost ratio is estimated at 
1 ich is one of the highest that has ever come to my attention. 
| have just one brief sentence in conclusion. That is, in spite of the 
fact that New Jer sey asa wv hole is the sixth reatest 11 dustrial State 
n the United States, nevertheless the fact remains that recreation and 
our seashore resorts are the No. 1 industry in actual dollars in the 
State of New Jersey. 

So, we are all verv vitally interested in this situation. Atlantic 
City particularly, and shore resorts in general, are in truth national 


lk 
sets because we are not talking about the protection of these places 


for local population uses but talking about preserving them as great 
parks and recreation centers for all of the people of the country. 

Thank you for your past attention to this program and problem, 
and thank you very much for fitting into your busy schedule this 


hear oe thi morning. 
Mr. Anoeii. May I ask you, Is there any opposition from any 
source to the project ¢ 


Mr. Hann. On the contrary, as far as I know there is almost com- 


‘lete local enthusiasm for it, and they are ready, willing, and able 
to spend their own money to the extent of two-thirds of the total cost 
in cooperation with the Federal Government. 
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Mr. Ancetit. Do you have further witnesses who desire to be heard 
later when we take up the question ? 

Mr. Hanp. I have witnesses that could be heard if the committee 
desired it, but I think these witnesses have well presented our case, 
which is even presented better, actually, by House Document 538. 

Mr. ANGELL. Without objection, if there are any additional wit- 
nesses who desire to submit statements for the record we would be 
olad to have them do so. 

Mr. Hann. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Anceti. Then that will conclude the hearing on H. R. 1031. 


(Whereupon, the hearing in the above entitled matter was con- 
cluded. ) 
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WEDNESDAY, MARCH 17, 1954 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
CoMMITTEE ON Pusiic Works, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON Rivers AND Harpors, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met. pursuant to adjournment, at 10:10 a. m., 
in room 1302, New House Office Building, Hon. Homer D. Angell, 
chairman of the subcommittee, presiding. 

Mr. AncEeLL. The committee will come to order. 

We have for consideration this morning a project known as Presque 
Isle Peninsula, Erie, Pa. Our colleague, Representative Kearns of 
Pennsylvania, is very much interested in this project and I want to 
say that those of us on the committee have a ve rv high regard for our 
colleague, Congressman Kearns. He has been with us a long time 
and he certainly is always on the job, looking out for the interests of 
his district. I am sure that the committee is very happy to have him 
with us this morning. 

I note we have a large delegation here interested in this project and 
we hope there will be time to hear all of those who desire to be heard. 


Presque Iste Prentnsuna, Erte, Pa. 


Mr. Anceii. The project on the agenda is the Presque Isle Penin- 
sula at Erie, Pa., which is a beach erosion project. 

Inasmuch as this is the first beach erosion project the committee 
has heard this session, if it is agreeable with the rest of the committee 
I think it would be well to have Colonel Allen give us a little statement 
on the status of the law with reference to the beach erosion projects, 
as we have quite a number of them that are ready now for hearing by 
our committee. 

Colonel Allen, if that is agreeable to you we will be very glad to 
hear you. 


STATEMENT OF COL. J. U. ALLEN, CORPS OF ENGINEERS, 
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 


Colonel Auten. The beach erosion control project is initiated in a 
somewhat different fashion from a navigation report. The isech 
erosion control report is meee | ry the Chief of Engineers after 
application has been made by a State or local agency which is faced 
with a shore protection proble m. They are made on a 50-50 coopera- 
tive basis. In other words, the local agency which requests the study 
puts up half of the money for the study and the Federal Governme nt 


1 
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matches that with the other 50 percent. Soitisa cooperative venture 
trol he beginning 

As soo} the lo iwency makes application and assures the Chief 
of Engineers that funds are-avail ble for the prosecution of the study, 
he approves the uc unc t e district enginee} pore eds with the work. 

Public Law 727 of the 79th Congress, 2d session, recognizes the 
interest of the Federal Government the cost of constructing beach 
e! n control works. I would like to quot from a part of it: 

I witl e purpose of preventing damage to public property and promoting 

d encouraging e healthful recreation of people t is hereby declared to be 
the vy of the United States to assist in the construction but not maintenance 
of rks for the improvement and protection against erosion by waves and cur 
rel of the United States that are owned by States and municipalities or other 
political subdivisions, provided that the Federal contribution toward the con- 
st] tion of the protective work ! not in any case exceed one-third of the 
to s 

T 


[In other words, the Federal Government is authorized to partici- 
pate to the extent of one-third of the cost of protecting publicly owned 
ral | bill will permit 

a State or local agency to £o ahead with the work if they want to 
proceed with it, even prior to authorization or appropriation of the 
fun ~ by the Federal (sovernment. 

Betore J proceed with the Presque Isle study, do you have any 
q i@STLONS ¢ 

Mr. Anceti. Are there any questions by members of the committee 
of Colonel Allen / oF : 

Mir. Avucnincioss. Yes: I do have some. 

Mir. ANGELL. Mr. Auchincloss. 

Mr. Avucnincioss. Is there not a publicly maintained highway 
do this strip of land? 

Colonel AuLEN. There is a highway down and back here. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Aucuincioss. Does not one of the public laws provide for 
Federal a d in the protection of a State-ow ned highway, Colonel ? 

Colonel AutLeN. There is a provision in the law that where a 
political subdivision has heretofore erected a seawall to prevent ero- 
thway considered by the 


in authorization of a beach erosion contro 


sion hy waves and eurrents to a publie hi 


Chief ot Ky oimeers sufi cle tly import int to justify protection. Fed 


eral contribution toward the repair of such wall and the protection 
thereof by the building of an artificial beach is authorized at not to 
eX eed me-Th ra rf the orig | ‘OST of suc] wall. 


Ly ‘ el word . where : nignway Can be considered by the Chief 
of Engineers to be sufliciently important to justify protection, the 
Federal contribution can be wut lorized up to one-third of the cost of 
has already been built to protect that highway. 


Mi \ucuIncioss. Was that provision of the law taken into con- 
/ 


A eAawall which 


syerat mm this study 

Colonel ALLEN. Yes, sir 

Mr. Avcutncioss. Has the Chief of Engineers certified that this 
is an important highway ? 

lonel Auten. It has not been considered to fall in this category. 

Mr. Avcutncioss. One other thing, Colonel. In this study has any 
thought been given to the construction of a barrier or a breakwater 
to break the force of the waves? 

Colonel Auten. No, sir. Because of the extremely high cost of 
such 2 structure. 
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Mr. Aucuincioss. Thank you. 

Mr, Anceti. Colonel, as I understand, is that participation of the 
Federal Government sharing a part of the cost of the seawall to 
protect a highway only to apply where a seawall has already been 
built and has been damaged ? 

( ‘olonel ALLEN. ¥ es, SIr 

Mr. AnGcELL. But not to new construction ? 

Colonel AtLen. Where it has alrea ly been built, to protect the 
highw: ay. 

Mr Ancetw. Are there any further questions of Colonel Allen? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Ancevi. If not, thank you, Colonel. You may proceed with the 
discussion of the project itself now. 

Colonel ALLEN. The State of Pennsylvania applied for this cooper- 
ative study pursuant to the conditions I have previously mentioned, 
having given assurances to the Chief of Engineers that funds were 
available for the completion of the study. The study has been com- 
pleted and approved by the Chief of Engineers after the concurrence 
of the Beach Erosion Board. 

The study in essence was to protect the breaching of this small 
neck of land which protects, Erie Harbor from Lake Erie. 

Since the time we have records—about 1831—the history of this 
neck of land has been one of continual recession and one of continual 
narrowing because of the high force and extreme wave action which 
comes from this direction. 

The material which was formerly on this bit of land and which 
formerly protected Erie Harbor has worked its way down in here, 
and this has broadened and moved around back in this way. So over 
a period of years this has continually narrowed and there is a history 
of the breaching of this spit of land and the permitting of waves to 
enter Erie Harbor. 

Various methods of protection have been used throughout the years. 
Various seawalls and other things have been constructed, and the need 
for the cooperative study was recognized by the State. The question 
of treating the entire Presque Isle Peninsula as an entity rather than 
piecemeal treatment was the reason for the cooperative study. 

The cooperative study recommends in essence the construction of a 
series of groins at the most critical portion of Presque Isle; the con- 
struction of bulkheads and restoration of the seawall in this area 
here, and the pumping of what we term a feeder beach to provide ma- 
terial for the waves to work on and protect this area, and thereby 
nourish or continue feeding material down into this area 

I would like to point out that a beach, in addition to providing a 
desirable place for recreation, also is the best dissipater of wave 
energy. In other words, if you have a beach in front of a community 
you have the finest device which man or nature can produce to dissi- 
pate the force of the waves. The purpose of providing this feeder 
beach is to continue to nourish this shore down in here and keep it 
well protected. 

The plan calls for periodic nourishment of this area as a mainte- 
nance item. 

A beach-erosion project is somewhat different from a typical con- 
struction project, for once it is built the maintenance in many cases 
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I or. A beach continually wears out. It moves off and has to be 
repla ed The cost of thi plan as of July 1953. the total cost, is 
$6,018,000. Since the entire property is publicly owned the full one- 
third of the Federal particination which is authorized by law can be 


applied, and that comes to $2,006,000, with the local contribution 
be Oo 4 12.0 

The report has been referred t« the ( ommonwealth of Pennsyl- 
\ ‘ts h ! 1 nt indings ; 

Phe Bureau of the Budget has no objection to the submission of the 
report to the Co ecc lt ) res no commitm nt as to when any 
estimate of an appropria ould be submitted for the construction 
of ect. if authorized 

| would like to make one more point with respect to the accomplish 
ment of » work of a project of this nature. The law provides it can 
be done either by the local ageney with reimbursement of the respec- 
tive Federa share ma ie upon e completion of the work, provided it 
Is done ! u ‘ordance wit tiie plans and specifications approved by 
the Chief of Engineers. It also permits the work to be done, if the 
local agwenev requests it. by the district engineer, with the apportioned 
share of funds contributed by the local agency. 

So it ean be done either by the local agency with Federal money 


made available to it, or done by the district engineer with local funds. 
Mr. Anceiti. Have the Corns of Engineers made any recommenda- 


tions as to the procedure for construction, as to whether it shall be done 


by the Corps of Arm) Eng ers or the local interests ? 
Colonel Atten. The local interests prefer in this case that it be 
done by the dist ict engineel They have SO indicated their concur- 


rence of our findings. 

Mr. Ancetx. Are the local interests prepared and ready with the 
funds available to « arry their portion of the cost ? 

Colonel ALLEN. My understanding is there has been appropriated 
$2.500,000 of funds for this fiseal year to initiate the work. 

Mr. Ancriu. Is that a State appropriation / 

Colonel Auuen. Yes. sit And approval or authorization of this 
project will enable them to initiate the work by providing the district 
engineer W ith the funds to proceed 

Mr, Anceii. Has the Federal Government participated in any 
beach erosion projects up to date? 

Colonel ALLEN. The Federal (rsovernment has participated in one in 
Harrison County, Miss., which was the first one authorized and appro- 
priated for. In othe words, the ol ly one which has gone full cycle 
from the cooperative study through to the completion of the work with 
Federal participation. 

Mr. Ancetu. Are ther any others which have been approved by 
the Federal Government ? 

Colonel Aten. The are 4 or 5 others which have been authorized. 
Winthrop Beach, Mass.: Colonial Beach, Va.: Long Beach, Fla.: and 
one in Connecticut. 

Mr. Anceti. What is the status of the Colonial Beach project? 

Colonel ALLEN. It is authorized, and that is the extent of it. It has 
had no funds appropriated for it from the Federal Government. 

Mr. Ancexu. It is ripe for an appropriation and waiting for an 
appropriation / 

Colonel ALLEN. Yes. 
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Mr. ANGELL. It is beyond the jurisdiction of this committee ¢ 

Colonel Atten. It will require appropriation. It has already been 
authorized by the Public Works Committee. 

Mr. Ancetu. Are there any questions on my right of Colonel Allen? 

(No respons e, ) 

Mr. AncGetut. On my left? 

Mr. Mack. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Anceuu. Mr. Mack. 

Mr. Mack. Colonel, what is the nature of the benefits that will 
result from the building of this project? Will it protect land, or 
public property, or shipping? 

Colonel Anu N. It is all public property. The benefits are direct 
damages to the property, and it has in it recreational features of the 
Presque Isle Peninsula at Erie. 

Mr. Mack. Are there any installations other than highways ? 

Colonel Aten. This is a water supply system on Presque Isle 
Peninsula. 

Mr. Mack. Is there any danger of losing that water supply ? 

Colonel Atten. The shore is very close to it and that was one of the 
reasons for requiring the protection of the beach in here. 

Mr. Mack. Did you give us a figure on the benefit-cost ratio? 

Colonel Auten. I did not. The benefit-cost ratio is 1.18 revised to 
July 1953. 

Mr. Mack. When you speak of 1.18 you are referring both to the 
Federal and local contributons? 

Colonel AnueN. That is the benefit-cost ratio of the project, regard- 
less of the extent of contribution by either party. 

Mr. Mack. As far as the Federal Government’s one-third is con- 
cerned, the cos t-benefit ratio would be much more ? 

Colonel Aten. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Mack. Thank you. 

Mr. Ancetu. Are there any other structures on this land that would 
be protected ¢ 

Colonel Atten. The Presque Isle Lighthouse and the water system, 
I believe, and a Coast Guard station. 

Mr. Ancetu. Does it protect the harbor? 

Colonel Atten. No, sir. The protection is for the Presque Isle 
Peninsula. 

Mr. Ancexu. The benefits then are limited to the protection of the 
land and this strip of ground? 

Colonel Atien. Yes, sir. On Presque Isle Peninsula. 

Mr. Ancei. They are owned either by the Federal or the State 
government ! 

Colonel Anten. Yes, sir. They are publicly owned. 

Mr. Mack. What would you say is the value of the Coast Guard 
station, the lighthouse, and the water-sup ply reservoir ? 

Colonel Atten. I would have to go back in the report for that. 

Mr. Mack. You can supply that for the record. 

Colonel AtieN. All right. 

Mr. Sreap. Colonel, what size island is this? 

Colonel Atten. About 6% miles. 

Mr. Sreep. What would be the harbor situation if this erosion con- 
tinued until a sizable break came in this neck of land ? 
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Colonel Auten. The navigation project is considerably removed 
from the area where the break is likely to occur. If the break were 
to occur in this area, or even this area, it would be some time, if at all, 
before the navigation project would be damaged. That is a consider- 
ible distance from the area. 

Mr. Avucnincioss. Are there any recreational activities on the 
island ¢ 

Colonel Atzen. Yes, sir Considerable benefits were taken with re- 
spect to the enhancement of the recreational features of Presque Isle. 

Mr. Aucnincioss. How do people get on it? 

Colonel Atten. Along in here. 

Mr. Aucurncioss. There is a road along in there? 

Colonel ALLEN. Yes, si 

Mr. AUCHINCLOss. ow long will this improvement take, Colonel ? 
Has it been estimated ? 

Colonel ALLEN. Two or three years, I am advised. 

Mr. Becker. Is that whole peninsula owned by the city of Erie? 
Is that public land? 

Colonel ALLEN. Yes, sir. It is all public land. 

Mr. Becker. Owned by the city of Erie? 

Mr. Meav. The Commonwealth of Pennsylvania and the Federal 
Government have two parcels of it. One the Coast Guard and the 
lighthouse. 

Mr. Becker. What about the recreational area, like the beaches? 
Who controls that? 

Mr. Mean. The State. 

Mr. Brecker. The State also. Is it a State park proposition ? 

Mr. Meap. Under the Department of Forests and Waters of the 
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, administered by a commission ap- 
pointed by the Governor. 

Mr. Becker. Who provides the highway along there? 

Mr. Mrap. The Commonwealth of Pennsylvania. 

Mr. Becker. So that it is no part of the city ? 

Mr. Meap. The waterworks was a settling basin no longer used. 
The Commonwealth of Pennsylvania let the city of Erie use that. But 
the ownership of the peninsula is under the Commonwealth of Penn- 
sylvania and the Federal Government. 

Mr. Brecker. Who provides the highway along there? 

Mr. Mrap. The Commonwealth of Pennsylvania. 

Mr. Anceiu. Are there any further questions by members of the 
committee ? 

Mr. Scupper. Colonel, I was interested in your statement that the 
Engineers had been designated to take care of the planning of these 
projects. Are the administration and supervision expenses of the 
Army engineers taken out of the general appropriation ? 

Colonel Atten. You are speaking now of the cooperative study ? 

Mr. Scupper. Yes, sir. Of the three agencies that are participating 
In - cost of these types of projects will the Engineers be reimbursed 
for ir expenses in the supervision and planning and construction 
of a project from the overall appropriation, or is that an expense 
borne by the Army engineers out of their administrative funds? 

( ‘olonel Al LEN. The Feder al share of I he cooperat ive study, in other 
words, the project thus far, is carried in the budget under the item, 
“Beach erosion c¢ operat ive studies.” 
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That money, a ap sin, 0 ited, is made available by the Chief 
of Engineers. to the district in which the study is being worked on. 
The local AGENCY tne cng: their share and the district engineer 
proceeds with the study. 

Now, with respect to a continuation of the project from this point, 
as I mentioned, it can be done either by the Kngineers or the local 
agency. When it is done by the Engineers, their costs in connection 
with Hg supervision of re work come from the funds made available 
either by the local agency or the share of the Federal funds —— n 
will be appropriated, or oul | be appropriated, in connection with the 
project. 

Mr. Scupper. In other words, on this particular project the cost 
to the Federal Government of $2.006.000 would be all the expense that 
would be borne by the Federal Government ? 

Colonel ALLEN. That is correct. 

Mr. Sct DDER. In other words, your supervisory expenses would be 
taken out of the overall sum of $6 million? Is that right ? ¢ 

Colonel ALLEN. That is correct. 

Mr. Scupper. That is all. 

Mr. Mack. How much did the budget for fiscal 1954 carry for beach 
erosion studies, Colonel ? 

Colonel ALLEN. $25,000. 

Mr. Mack. What is proposed in the new budget ? 

Colonel ALLEN. $25,000. 

Mr. AnceE.u. Is there any money in the new budget for construc 
tion 2 

Colonel ALLEN. No, si 

Mr. ANGELL. That is, new starts ? 

Colonel Auten. No, sir. Not on beach erosion. 

Mr. Aucurncioss. May I observe here, Mr. Chairman, in talking to 
some of the members on the Appropriations Committee about appro 
priations for the Beach Erosion Board, I found that they feel that 
the appropriation is inadequate and they hope that about $100,000 
more will be allotted to the Board for the proposed study of this very 
important work; and I am hopeful that out committee will get back 
of that, because it involves a great many districts. 

Mr. oe LL. Is there authorization for it? 

Mr. Avcutncioss. I cannot answer that. 

Mr. A NGELL. The committee would be stymied unless there is an 
authorization. 

Mr. Aucuincwoss. I am afraid the Bureau of the Budget has cut 
it down. 

Mr. Anaetu. Is there an authorization ? 

Colonel AtteN. No authorization is needed by the Public Works 


Committee for the initiation of the coope ‘rative studies. The law which 
establishes cooperative studies permits the approval by the Chief of 
Engineers upon the provision of the funds by the local agency, and 


their application. 

Mr. Ance.it. Do you mean to say there is no monetary authoriza- 
tion needed to enable the Appropriations Committee to make an ap- 
propriation for these studies? May we ask our attorney if he can 
enlighten us on that subject? Is there an authorization for appro- 
priation for studies on beach erosion ¢ 

Mr. Trerney. With respect to survey studies, Mr. Chairman, it is 
my understanding that the River and Harbor Act of 1930 carried the 
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lat gwuage in section 2%, which was strong enough to authorize survey 
studies as long as the matching money was forthcoming from the loc al 
district, State, or city. 

hg \nceLt. Very well. Are there any further questions of Colonel 
Allen ? 

Mr. Near. Colonel, do we understand that all of this preliminary 
work that has been done in connection with this Beeper. has been borne 
out of your beach-erosion appropriation without local or State con- 
tribution? Or have they contributed up to this point / 

Colonel ALLEN. They — contributed 50 percent of the cost of 
the study up to this pou 

Mr. Nea. That is all “Thank you. 

Mr. ANGELL. Are there any further questions 4 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Ancex. If not, we thank you, Colonel. Congressman Kearns, 

vill you ti ike chars ve ¢ if your withesses please, and « all them in the 
( aun in which you desire them to spe: ak / 


STATEMENT OF HON. CARROLL D. KEARNS, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF PENNSYLVANIA 


Mr. Kearns. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the com- 
mittee. I want to compliment Colonel Allen for his presentation of 
the facts that were given to if I want also to eall the attention of 
the members of the c committee to this fine delegation that I have here 
from Erie. They came down at their own expense, because this 1s a 
very, very vital situation in the city of Xi » today. 

If you people could receive the mai | that I do and see how much 
everybody up in that section is perturbed because of this continual 
washing out of this peninsula every time we have high winds and 
Storms, you would begin Lo realize the slonificance ot It. 

Last year they formed what they call a Save Our Peninsula Com- 
nittee, of which I am myself wearing a badge, and pra tically every- 
body in Erie wore one. They went to Harrisburg and prevailed on 


h 


yur legislature to make the money available for t] e project. 

I want to coneur with Colonel Allen; and when I first came to 
Congress in 1946 I realized there was no use in pt before this 
committee and asking for anything until after this survey was made. 
| hold in mn han il the orlg nal copy of the survey. The colonel was 


correct in saying that the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania paid 
$5,000 and the Army engineers supported it with the other $5,000 for 
this first survey. 

Therefore. we have prepared for youa brochure of pictures ot some 
of the breaks that occur in the pen ee This happe ns not only once 
every 4 or 5 years, but it happens at least 2 or 3 times every year. I 

ealize the cost of this is higher than we anticipated, but I would like 
to call the attention of the committee to the fact that the Common- 

ealth of Pennsylvania already put in around $600,000, and accord- 
ing to the Army engineers I un ei rstand that the work they did was 

tisfactory and met the requirements of the overall project as sub- 
mitted by the Army engineers. 

So in contributing and appropriating their $2,500,000, they have 
spent around $400,000 of that money plus another S300.000 or so not 
yet expended besides the $2,500,000. So when I come here this morn- 
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ing Lo p les ad with you tor this project | want you to know everybody 
who has had a part in it has played their part very well. That is why 
I feel I am privileged a as a Member of Congress to come before this 
committee and trv to prev: ail upon you to approve this project. 

This morning I have with me also Mr. John Dwyer. 

Mr. A» NGELL. Before you call your other w thesses, Congressman, 
may I ask you this question ¢ , 

Mr. Kearns. Yes, sit 

Mr. AnGeLL. Is it contemplated if the project is approved that the 
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania will be credited with the amount they 
have already spent onthe project é 

Mr. Kearns. I understand that we would have to write into law 
that they would be credited with the amount, so that it could be ered 
ited to the overall project, 

Mr. ANGetL, Are you prepared to state what that amount is? 

Mr. Kearns. It would amount to around $600,000, 

Mr. Avucuincioss. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Ancevtut. Mr. Auchincloss. 

Mr. Aucnincioss. Do | understand that this is the only publi 
lakeshore recreational area in Pennsylvania ? 

Mr. Kearns. Yes. It isthe on ly inkeanore. 

Mr. AUCHINCLOSS. I mean on Ly ake rie. 

Mr. Kerarns. That is right. We oe a small piece in the north 
east. But in Pennsylvania this is it. because in that ne k of the state 
the Pennsylvania territory narrows and you go either to Ohio or New 
York State. 

Mr. Aucuinc oss. Is it extensively used ¢ 

Mr. Krarns. Oh, ves. Thousands and thousands of people. I think 
we have had as high as 25.000 or 50,000 on SI inday . Last season 3 
million people went out on the pe ninsula. 

Mr. Sraurrer. Was there any charge made / 

Mr. KEaRNs. No charge made. 

Mr. Mack. Has the State appropriated $4 million / 

Mr. Krarns. Neo. $2,500,000, with the other S600,000 that is a 
ready spent. 

Mr. Mac =. Where Is it contemplated to vet the additional money 
to complete the project ¢ 

Mr. ICEARNS. I would lke to inform the gentleman that when the 
project was first studied it seemed it would only require $5,200,000. 
The Army engineers now submitted the additional cost, which takes it 
up to £66 10,000 level. 

Mr. Mack. You do contemplate that the State legislature will pro 
vide that money ¢ 

Mr. Kear NS. We do. Also, we have the idea that there has been 
some study made by Mr. Eaton of the Army engineers and others who 
visited up there, which was advanced that we might be able to save 
considerable money on the sandfill by taking it from the other side 
of the peninsula, because in the whole contract there is over $2 million 
just for the fill. If we could bring it over from the other side of the 
island we may be able to save considerable money there. We do not 
know that yet. 

Mr. Mack. I was very much interested in how you financed this for 
the reason that I have a similar project in my district, and I am very 
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much concerned with how the local interests can secure sufficient funds 
pay their share. 
Mr. Kearns. I would like to inform the distinguished gentleman 
that if he had a livewire committee like we have up there they will do 
thi share and get their end of it done if the Federal Government 
accepts its responsibility. 

Mir. Becker. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Anat LL. Mr. Becker 

Mr. Becker. I want to get the point cleared up in my mind that 
Mr. Mack raised. The total cost of the project runs $6,018,000, of 
which the local interests would pay $4,012,000. Now, of that total 
of $4,012,000 is it your statement that the $600,000 already expended 
will be credited against the $4,012,000? 

Mr. Kearns. Yes. It would have to be credited against it. That 
s the total of their obligations. 

Mr. Becker. And the $600,000 already expended has been a worth- 
while expenditure, contributing towards the project that is to be 
1% 


] 


complete 

Colonel Atuen. It has been done since the adoption of the report 
and has been in accordance with the plans and specifications recom- 
mended in the report. 

Mr. Becker. And it is a favorable part of the entire project ? 

Colonel Atuten. Yes, sir. It is the seawall work down in this area 
her 

Mr. Ancexu. Colonel, I notice on this photograph a considerable 
portiol of the roadway 1as been washed out. Hes that been restored 
and replaced ? 

Mr. Kearns. Could I answer that ? 

Colonel ALLEN. Yes. 

Mr. Kearns. The reason the State went in with the $600,000 is that 
the whole peninsula at that neck was washed out a year ago, and the 
state put that money in to protect it so that we could build the road. 
Portions of the road are still unpaved, and we had to leave the old 
road and build a new road, because we could not go through the same 
mane as we did before. 

Mr. Becker. My reason for asking the question is, that I am always 
lool o to he Ip peopl who help themselves, and you have been willing 
to help vourselves fully. 

Mr. Krarns. That is why they put in the $600,000 for the emer- 
rency. Fortunatelv. before they did it. they consulted with the 
Army engineers, who have been marvelous in their dealings with us in 
the Buffalo branch and have cooperated with us in every way. 

Mr. OaxkMAN. What number of people would you say use these 
recreational facilities at thi point ¢ 

Mr Ki ARNS., All ] ean tel] you is. of course, our beaches are being 
impaired all the time. We do not have the space we formerly had on 
the beaches, and until this project is finished we will not. But the 

} million people used it last summer. or during 


ficures are that over : 
the season when they could drive out there. 

There are periods in the spring and fall when you cannot get out 
there for a month at a time because of the washouts. 6 

Mr. OaxMAN. Certainly it seems, Mr. Chairman, that it has public 


acceptance. 
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Mr. Kearns. If there are no questions of me at this time, Mr. 
Chairman, I would like to introduce Mr. John R. Dwyer, who has 
been chairman of our Save Our Peninsula Committee. The people 
of Erie are very grateful to him and to his very fine committee for 
what they have done. 

Mr. Dwyer, if you have any others whom you would like to introduce 
to say a word for the record, you may do so. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN R. DWYER, PRESIDENT, FIRCH BANKING CO. 


Mr. Dwyer. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman and members 
of the committee. 

Carroll has told you about this committee that I head up. Just 
briefly I would like to tell you so you know whom I represent. It 
is a committee of almost 6,000 people throughout the territory of 
northwestern Pennsylvania who have joined our committee and paid 
<1 to join. I would like to correct the record. We are not here at 
our own expense. These people have paid a dollar to cover our 
expenses which we might have in coming down to present our penin- 
sula case to you. 

We have about 12 representatives of our committee with us, and 
i think you have been provided with their names. We are here, gen- 
tlemen, because we really have a very serious problem. 

Erie is located where it is because of Presque Isle Peninsula. The 
shoreline of Lake Erie at the point where Erie is located is prac- 
tically straight. The peninsula is a projection which forms the Erie 
Harbor, as you can see. 

I have some other pictures here which after I 
like to h; uve you look at if you possibly can. 

Lake Erie is about 250 miles long, and at its widest point it is 
57 miles wide. That is just a short ways west of the Erie location. 

Right in Erie, with the peninsula projecting out from the south 
shore and a projection from the Canadian shore Long Point—the 
width across there is 26 miles. 

In the Great Lakes you have a situation where the water starting 
in Lake Superior is continually moving down through the Great 
Lakes and out through the St. Lawrence River to the ocean. So in 
a sense it is like a stream. You cannot see the water moving, but 
it is continually going toward the ocean. In addition, the prevailing 
winds and wave action are from the west to the east, so that you 
have a continual stream of water trying to carry beach material on 
the south of Lake Erie and trying to carry it to the east. That action 
is the action that causes this peninsula to erode on the neck end. The 
material continues to move around and redeposit on this end, which 
happens to be the very place where the ships come into the harbor. 
So that continually there is required dredging to keep that channel 
open. 

Down through the years the peninsula has broken through many 
times. We have felt that it will break through again. 

The park and harbor commission and -~ State department of 
forests and waters, who are in charge of it, as well as the Army 
engineers, have, I believe, done everything they could do without a 
pecific ap mend iation to prevent a breakthrough. As a result they 
have built bulkheads and steel sheet piling all along this part. 


vet through l would 
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For years when these se akthroughs occurred actually nobody knew 
just what to do about it, or how to prevent it. But since 1939, when 
this cooperative study was started, the Army engineers and the Beach 
E rosion Board have developed a plan which they tell us will work. It 

vill bul ld beach on the peninsula and, as has been mentioned here. the 
se h is really the only thing that will protect a peninsula. They 
tell us there is no doubt about the fact that the plan, if it is put into 
operation, will work. They have tried some test jetties and those 
jetties, because of this current situation that I mentioned, do cause 
sand to deposit on the west side. As the sand deposits it builds beach, 
so that the overall plan, or the master plan, as it is referred to, is a 
whole series of these jetties properly built and properly placed in rela- 
tion to each other, so that they will collect the sand and make it deposit 
there, ssid ‘r than le ‘tting it continue to move on around the pe ninsula 
and de posit into the channel where the ships come 1 In. 

There are a number of instances both east and west of the peninsula, 
as well as on the peninsula, where jetties have been built. In every 
single case where they are properly built you can always see a beach 
bein 17 built tothe west side. 


Unfortunately back of the jetty, or on the eastern side of the jetty, 
because of the jetty being there, the re will be no sand deposited and you 
eet erosion. That is the reason aa all of these jetties have to be 
built pretty much at one ind. or at least in relation to each other, so 


that the second jetty particularly can support beach back of the first 
jetty, and the third jetty can support it back of the second jetty, and so 
Ol 

Now, centlemen. our case for the Presque Isle Peninsula is really 
built on the fact. as the colonel stated -and it is obvious to anyone who 
looks at it—that this is a publicly owned beach used for recreational 
purposes. But, gentlemen, it is obviously also the Erie Harbor. Be- 
cause without the peninsula there would be no Erie Harbor. 

There is no reason to have a harbor there if the peninsula were not 
there. So we feel that we should come to you and try to point out the 
facts as we see them, which are that this is a twofold project, basic rally, 
the peninsula for the Erie Harbor. It he appens to be used as a pub- 
licly owned beach, but the essential fact is that it is the estar. 

We have tried to put into a nutshell presentation the facts of this 
case, as we see them. and I would like to call on our attorney, Thomas 
Doy le, who has given a great deal of time trying to condense the thing 
down to a minimum number of minutes. If you would take the time 
to listen to him we will appreciate it very much. 

Mr. Anceiy. Are there any questions of Mr. Dwyer? 

Mr. Sraurrer. Mr. Chairman, I have one question. 

Mr. Ancetu. Mr. Stauffer. 

Mr. Sraurrer. You say you are doing dredging so that the ships 
can get into the harbor ? 

Mr. Dwyer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Sravrrer. What do you do with the sand that you take out of 
there / 

Mr. Dwyer. I think they take it out into the lake and dump it. 

Mr. Sraurrer. It is not being sold? It is not a commercial opera- 
tion, is it? 

Mr. Dwyer. No, sir. It is a Federal Government operation. 
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Mr. STavuFFer. : here is only so much sand there and if you dredge 
it out and haul it away, why naturally you are going to lose it all 
along here. 

Mr. Dwyer. That is right. 

Mr. Sracrrer. All along your beach there. 

Mr. Dwyer. The sand that is lying out here beyond where it is 
shown on this map is the most beautiful sand you ever saw, and it is 
just piled there and continuing to build a new peninsula. But out 
here it has hot really grown up. There is very little foliage and no 
way to get out there at the present time. 

Mr. Ancett. Mr. Dwyer, what is the type of construction of those 
jetties? What material is used in them? 

Mr. Dwyer. Some of them are concrete and some of them are steel 
sheet piling. The colonel might be able to tell you more about that. 
Frankly, | am a baker. I don’t know anything about the engineer- 
ing end of it, or how they should be built. But IT have discussed the 
matter with the engineers in Buffalo and Mr. Eaton of the Beach 
Erosion Board to such an extent that I think they have a plan that 
will preserve this thing and save thousands and thousands of dollars, 
as the years go on. 

Mr. Anceti. Thank you, Mr. Dwyer. 

Are there any further questions of Mr. Dwyer by members of the 
committee ? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Ancext. If not, we will be glad to hear from Mr. Doyle. 

Mr. Dwyer. Thank you very much. 


STATEMENT OF THOMAS E. DOYLE, ATTORNEY AT LAW 


Mr. Doyre. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee. I would 
like to say at the outset, although we are talking about erosion here, 
I would like to talk about erosion with relation to the deterioration of 
the harbor wall. 

(s Mr. Dw ver pointed out to you, this is the outer wall of the Erie 
Harbor, and without it we would not have a protected harbor in 
which boats could anchor. 

If we consider that our harbor wall, which is a natural asset and 
costs us nothing, we can compare it with Cleveland and Buffalo, which 
adjoin us about 100 miles to the east and west. There they have an 
outer harbor wall which is constructed of stone and mortar. At 
Buffalo the new cost, as given to us by the United States district 
engineer at Buffalo, is $4,767,000-plus. The new construction at 
Cleveland, Ohio, with relation to the outer harbor wall, is $10 million. 
Erie for new construction is $768,000-plus. 

I think those figures, gentlemen, show us the value of this outer 
harbor wall in relation to Erie Harbor. 

That is deteriorating, ace ording to the re port of the Erosion Board, 
at the following rate yearly. The report shows that there is a littoral 
drift bringing a supply of sand at the rate of 18,000 cubic yards per 
year. There is being lost by reason of erosion 285,000 cubie yards 
of sand per year. However, that sand which is eroding is rede /posit- 
ing to some extent down here. and they figure that the net sand loss 
totals 220,000 cubic yards per year, and that it will cost 90 cents per 
cubic yard to put that back in, that is, to put the supply back in here. 
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That means that we are losing approximately $198,000 worth of 
sand each year that this piece is left unprotected. 

[ want to bring this point out to you which was raised with a great 
deal of feeling of urgenc Vy. We have this: appropr lation of $2,500,000 
from the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania to be ap p lied toward the 
construction of the master plan, as we refer to it. ‘The master plan 
is the pli in that is propose “(l by the United States Corps of Engineers. 
That appropriation was m: ade in Se ptember 1953. Under the law of 
Pennsylvania that appropriation will remain effective for use in this 
plan until the expiration of the legislative panel year, which expires 
December 31, 1954. 

Therefore, we bring that to your attention because there is a note 


of urgency 1n it. 

There is another fact which is very important for the consideration 
of the committee. Although this is a beach erosion report and we are 
considering beach erosion in it all the way along, there is a portion of 
this peninsula which is re es ‘rred to as a neck in the report. The neck 
is the northern part of section H, as referred to in the beach erosion 
report, all the way bani, to ih mainland. It is A through H. The 
report itself shows that from A to H, which is this section here, which 
is clearly nothing more than a causeway—and this really exaggerates 
the width of it because it is very narrow all the way through here— 


t shows the United States from 1919 to 1948 expended for new con- 
truction and maintenance of that construction $988,000 plus. The 
State in this same area from here to here constructed $72,959 worth of 
iprovements. 

| ; the part, men bers of the committee, where all the break 
iter is. First, we have the stone rubble in here, and then the sheet 
iling, which comes all the way out to here. 


ll 


‘rom there on it is referred to in plate 8, sections 4 through 7 of 
the new plan, showing that the United States spent $18,947 and the 


State of Pennsylvania has - ent $351,901. 

Che convinces me of th That from here to here it appears to be 
strictly an outer harbor w: ii problem. In other words, it is a harbor 
problem. From here out to here, where the peninsula is very thick 


d there is very little danger of a breakthrough, it is strictly a beach 
erosion nroble m. 


The State of Pennsylvania is contributing what it thought was 
going to be one-half, or $2,500,000 for addition on this part here, which 
ap pea ars to be strictly a harbor project. As I understand it, however, 
it is the duty of the United States in the case of rivers and harbors to 
handle | arbor projects ona L00-percent basis. 


The narrowest part of the peninsula, as of today, is right there. 
This appears to be from the time of recorded history the inherent 
weak 1eSs. 

We have a picture in our port folio there that shows the very $ irrow 
spot in section H. In other words, right here the water is 71% feet 
deep at the bulkhead, and there are spots 50 feet out lakeside where 
it is 16 feet deep, and the waves just hit and go over that bulkhead 
and erode into the harbor. That is the situation we are faced with. 

Gentlemen, I am finished with my presentation and my observation 
of the a with relation to the outer harbor wall. 

Mr. Anerevs. Thank you, Mr. Doyle. 
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Are there any questions by members of the committee of Mr. Doyle? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Anceti. If not, we will be glad to hear the next witness. 

Mr. Dwyer. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, on 
previous breakthroughs, according to the report, there was a matter 
of shallow water here. By the construction of the bulkheads—and 
this is something I understand that happens any place—they caused a 
scouring action. When you build a wall par: allel to the shoreline at 
the water’s edge you cause a scouring action, which causes deep water. 
So now instead of having a beach out here we have 714 feet of water 
there. 

So if we get another breakthrough, instead of having shallow water 
running into our bay and the harbor, we are going to have the full 
force of the Lake Erie storms rolling right on into the harbor. 

The report itself points out the fact that that would be very detri- 
mental to harbor shipping and harbor installations. 

In addition to that, sirs, because of the fact that we have created 

. deep water here, we have caused further erosion on the beaches to 
the east, because there is ho sand here to move along and feed these 
beaches. We have the deep water so that we have a serious erosion 
problem all along the neck or the base of the peninsula where it is 
widest. 

In addition to that, at the point where the lighthouse jetty is right 
here, there is a Federal jetty at the eastern end of that propery. That 
jetty is protecting the Federal Government's property. But because 
there is no succeeding jetty or jetties, it is causing serious erosion to 
the east of That is a point where the highway has had to be 
inoved whens Now it is going to have to be moved again because it 
just washed out this past winter. 

We believe that the Federal Government should protect the harbor 
as they have done, but in so doing they should not do it in a way 
that is going to cause extreme damage beyond the point which they 
are protecting. 

Mr.. Ancett. Thank you, Mr. Dwyer. 

Do you have any other witnesses? We have another project here 
that we have to finish. 

Mr. Dwyer. I have Mr. R. J. Gillis, our deputy administrator of 
the department of forests and waters of the State of Pennsylvania, 
which is the organization that has the State responsibility for the 
operation of the peninsula. I believe he has a short statement he 
would like to make. Mr. Gillis. 


- STATEMENT OF R. J. GILLIS, DEPUTY ADMINISTRATOR, DEPART- 
MENT OF FORESTS AND WATERS, STATE OF PENNSYLVANIA 


Mr. Gruuis. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee. 

Mr. AnceiL. Do you have some additional information, or is it 
merely cumulative ¢ 

Mr. Guus. It is really substantiating Congressman Kearns’ state- 
ments regarding the State’s ex <penditures and appropriations. 

Mr. ANe ee, “Do you have a prepared written statement? 

Mr. Giuu1s. No, sir. 
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Mr. Ancety. The committee is very glad to hear you briefly. We 
have another project we are anxious to get on as soon as we finish 
UNIS. 

Mr. Gituis. The Commonwealth’s interest in the protection and 
preservation of Presque Isle has been evidence over a long period 
of years. It has been called upon to try this, that, and the other 
method of preventing erosion. During the past 3 years the Com- 
monwealth has expended about $600,000 affording emergency pro- 
tection to preserve the isle. 

At the last session of the legislature they passed an appropriation 
of 82,500,000 vy vhich Governor Fi ine S197 ned on July Y8, 1953, to par- 
ticipate in cooperation with the Army engineers when as if the Army 
engineers’ project for protection is undert aken. 

Mr. Ange. We thank you very much, sir. I believe that con- 

ludes your prese ae Mr. Kearns? 

Mr. Scupper. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask Colonel Allen a 
question regarding the type of projec t here contemplated. 

Are you familiar with the beach at Ocean City in Maryland? Have 
you seen the work done there ? 

Colonel Auten. No, sir. I have not. 

Mr. ScuppEr. ae I understand the type of work here proposed is 
similar to what they have been able to accomplish at Ocean City. 
That beach was “bel ‘ing washed away until they put in groins. Today 
the groins are practically covered and they have a long sloping beach 
with shallow water. A few years ago you could walk under the 
boardw: alk, today you can step from the beach to the walk. 

It seems to me that your plan is a proper approach to solving the 
problem. The groin work that I have seen has caused the beach to build 
up and make a shallow beach where the fierceness of the waves is dis- 
sipated. 

Colonel ALLEN. It has been very successful over there. 

Mr. Scupper. Yes. This will be quite similar to that type of work. 

Colonel Auten. That is right, sir. There is one danger that should 
be remembered with respect to groins, however. Very frequently, if 
a long groin is placed out it robs the material which would normally 
find its way down to the municipalities downriver, and the quantity 
of material has to be taken into consideration as well as the value of 
the property which would be nourished by the material that gets 
behind that groin. 

Mr. Scupper. The groins were evidently well placed as they have a 
beautiful beach. They tell me it has been accomplished because of 
the groin work. 

Mr. Ance... We thank you. 

Congressman Kearns, we ought to thank you for your cooperation 
and this very fine group of your citizens who are so interested in this 
project. 

Mr. Kearns. I want to thank the committee for their attention. 

Mr. ANGELL. It seems to be a very worthy project. and I assure you 
the committee, when we get into executive session will be glad to con- 
sider that project in full. 

Mr. Ance... We thank you, Congressman. 

If there is nothing further, the committee will stand adjourned. 

(Whereupon, at 11:40 a. m. the subcommittee adjourned until 
Friday, March 19, 1954, at 10 a. m.) 
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FRIDAY, MARCH 19, 1954 


Hovusr or REPRESENTATIVES, 
ComMMITTEE ON PuBLIc WorKs, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON Rivers AND HARgors, 
Washington. D.C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to adjournment, at 10:20 a.m., in 
room 1302, New House Office Building, Hon. Homer D. Angell, chair- 
man of the subcommittee, presiding. 

Mr. Ancetit. The committee will come to order. 


ANAHEIM Bay Harpor, CAuir. 


Mr. AnceE.t. If there is no objection we will proceed with Anaheim 
Bay, Calif. 


Colonel Allen, you may proceed. 


STATEMENT OF COL. J. U. ALLEN, CORPS OF ENGINEERS, 
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY—Resumed 


Colonel Auten. The authority for the study of the Anaheim Bay 
project is carried in the River and Harbor Act of July 24, 1946. 

Anaheim Bay is located in southern California to the south and east 
of Los Angeles. The problem at Anaheim Bay is one of erosion in 
the Seal Beach area and in the Surf Side area. 

I would like to orient you with respect to the San Pedro and Los 
Angeles Harbor breakwaters. The breakwaters for the Los Angeles 
Harbor extend off in this direction. This area is to the south and east 
of Los Angeles. The problem of erosion has continually increased 
in the Surf Side area until at the present time today a number of 
homes have been washed out and undermined, and the erosion area 
is progressing to the south and east. 

The jetties at Anaheim Bay were constructed for the Navy Mine 
Depot at Anaheim Bay. During the history of this erosion in the 
Surf Side-Seal Beach area, local interests have constructed various 
bulkheads and groins, and tg the construction of the Anaheim Bay 
breakwater b ythe Navy, the Navy built some revetments to protect 
their shore and deposited some fill there to serve as a shore protection. 

In 1947, by authority of Public Law 122 of the 80th Congress, the 
Corps of Engineers deposited some 1,200,000 cubic yards of sand on 
the beach to correct this problem. That was done at completely and 
entirely the Federal expense. Since that time the situation has re- 
stored itself to substantially what it was in 1948, and has worsened. 
It was pointed out at that time that the correction which was done 
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was anticipated to last approximately 5 years. That has proven cor- 
rect, and the situation has worsened another year beyond the condi- 
tions which existed at that time. 

The plan of improvement recommended for the Seal Beach-Surf 
Side area is one of the construction of a groin in this area, a beach 
fill to restore the beach in the Seal Beach area and the deposition of 
dredging materials to come from the Anaheim Bay Harbor at the 
Surf Side side of the project. There are no groins contemplated or 
planned in the Surf Side area. 

The cost of that project is estimated at $514,500. That is the total 
cost of the Anaheim Bay project. 

Applying the provisions of Public Law 727, which limits the par- 
ticipation of the Federal Government to one-third of the cost of pro- 
tecting publicly owned shores, the division of costs is as follows: The 
Federal cost, $157,300, and the non-Federal cost, $357,200. 

The annual charges on the project 

Mr. Anceti. Those annual charges would be borne by the local 
interests ? 

Colonel Atten. Except for the interest and amortization on the 
Federal participation, yes. 

The annual maintenance will be borne by the local interests. I want 
to point out the maintenance charges to the local interests in a prob- 
lem of this sort will be in excess of $104,140. 

It provides for periodic nourishment or replacement of the sand 
which the wave action and the characteristics of the shoreline cause to 
move down and drift in the direction of Sunset Beach and Hunting- 
ton Beach. 

Mr. Ancetx. Under the Beach Erosion Act that will be borne 
entirely by the local interests and the Federal Government will not 
participate ? 

Colonel AttEN. That is correct. 

This report has been submitted to the Department of Public Works 
of the State of California. They concur in the findings, with the 
exception of the allocation of costs, and recommend that the entire 
construction cost and part of the maintenance cost be borne by the 
United States. 

The Bureau of the Budget has no objection to the submission of 
the report, but makes no commitment with respect to appropriations. 

The Department of the Interior concurs in the report. It calls 
attention to the fact that borrow areas for.subsequent nourishment 
would have an effect on the tidal marsh back here in case this 
material is all used and we have to go back into this area for material 
to nourish this shore. They say that would destroy the characteristics 
of that area on which waterfowl and wildlife depend. They point out 
that the marshes here provide about the only remaining opportunities 
for public waterfowl hunting in the metropolitan area of southern 
California. 

The Department of the Navy approves the proposed initial dredg- 
ing in the outer harbor, that is, the use of this area for the procure- 
ment of this material for the initial project; but they make no com- 
mitment regarding plans for future dredging for the nourishment 
within the harbor. 
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Orange County, Calif., requests that borrow areas for the fill be 
secured preferably from the Navy rather than the tidal marshlands 
previously mentioned. 

The district engineer prepared the report and the division engineer 
eoncurred in it. 

The Beach Erosion Board recommended the adoption of the project, 
and the Chief of Engineers concurred in that recommendation. 

Mr. Ancetu. Are local interests prepared to provide the contribu- 
tion which they are to make under the law ? 

Colonel ALLEN. The local interests have objected to the division of 
costs. They feel that the Federal Government should undertake the 
entire cost of the restoration and bear a share in the maintenance. 

Mr. ANGELL. It is a beach erosion project, however, is it not ? 

Colonel Atten. Yes, sir. 

Mr. AnceLuL. And under the law, under a beach erosion project only 
one-third is shared by the Federal Government ¢ 

Colonel Atiten. That is correct. Under a strict application of 
Public Law 727 only one-third is shared by the Federal Government. 

Mr. Ancreui. How is the local interest contribution financed ? 

Colonel Auten. I have no information on that, Mr. Angell. 

Mr. Anceti. Are there any questions of Colonel Allen on my left? 

Mr. Scupper. Colonel Allen, has the area in the harbor from which 
you are taking material filling in, and is it necessary to be dredged ¢ 

Colonel Atten. No, sir. It is not in the order of maintenance dredg 
ing. It is just a borrow area we are using as a source of material for 
fill. 

Mr. Scupper. But has that been filled in to the detriment of the 
harbor ? 

Colonel ALLEN. No, sir. 

Mr. Scupper. However, it does seem to be a logical place to get 
the sand necessary for the fill? 

Colonel ALLEN. It is the cheapest source. 

Mr. Scupvper. Is that the only reason for taking it out of the 
harbor ?¢ 

Colonel Atten. That is correct. 

Mr. Scupper. That is all. 

Mr. Macurowicz. A portion of this beach is privately owned, 
Colonel ? 

Colonel ALLEN. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Macnrowicz. I notice in paragraph 5 of your report you say: 

Local interests * * * believe that the shore problems are due to structures 
built by the Federal Government. 

Does the Corps of Engineers concur in that opinion ? 

Colonel Atten. The cause of erosion at Seal Beach and Surf Side 
is attributable to a number of things. We must bear in mind the 
fact that this area in a state of nature was nourished by material 
which was brought down by the Los Angeles River and the San 
Gabriel River to the north and west of it. 

With the construction of the Long Beach breakwater and San 
Pedro breakwater and the flood-control and river-control measures 
on the Los Angeles River, they have affected the entire regimen of 
this shore, so that the nourishment which was formerly brought 
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down by these rivers is not available any longer to nourish this por- 
tion of this shore. and also the areas to the south and east of it. 

The erection of the breakwaters effectively prevents any material 
from being subjected to wave action and carried down the shoreline 
is it would be if it was brought down by those rivers. 

Mr. Macurowicz. Are these breakwaters federally constructed ? 

Colonel Auuen. Yes, sir. ‘They are the approved project for the 
Los Angeles Harbor. 

Mr. ANGELL. Long Beach is on the extreme end 4 

Colonel ALLEN. It is up here and the breakwater is here. 

Mr. Ancrety. Are there any questions of Colonel Allen to my right? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Anceit. Any questions to my left? 

(Ni response, ) 

Mr. AnceLt. We thank you, Colonel. 

We have with us our colleague, James B. Utt, of California, who 

very much interested in this project. Congressman, we are very 


happy to hear from you now. 


STATEMENT OF HON. JAMES B. UTT, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Urr. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name 
is James B. Utt. I represent the 28th Congressional District of 
southern California, il whi h is lo rated this proposed project. 

I am not going to take very much time because I have with me the 
engineers from the district and the county and the county board of 
Supervisors. However, I do want to point out to you that this 
project was started under old Public Law 525, in which there was 
no local participation required. It wa contemplated at that time 
that such measures should be paid for entirely by the Federal 
(,overnment. 


Mr. Ancenn. That was before the enactment of this last act ? 

Mr. Urr. That is correct; prior to Public Law 727, under which the 
present report was submitted, although it had been started under a 
prior law. 

In 1947, as Colonel Allen says, there was an emergency appropria- 
tion to stabilize the beach until this report could be completed. It 
has been some 7 years now that it has been studied, and it is finally 
coming before the Congress. 

I would like to say that our county is not in the habit of asking the 
Federal Government for funds for local improvements. We are vot- 
ing bond issues every year for flood control on our rivers and low- 
lands, but we have a project here for which we think the Federal Gov- 
ernment 1s completely responsible. 

Prior to the entrance into World War II, when the Navy came into 
Orange County and placed the Anaheim net depot there and the am- 
munition dump, those areas had voted bonds themselves to stabilize 
that shore. They are still paying the taxes on those bonds, and the 
shore was established. But immediately, with the installation of the 
jetties for the ammunition depot, the erosion began, and it has reached 
serious proportions. We have pictures here of the situation. 

We do not feel that the area is financially able to carry out its allo- 
cated proportion under Public Law 727, and we do feel that it is an 
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obligation of the Federal Government, because they created the 
situation. 

Of course, it started many years back, probably in 1904 or 1905, 
when the San Pedro breakwater was installed. Each year they have 
added to that until it is miles long, reaching almost into Orange 
County. 

Long Beach City installed certain projects which have stopped the 
flow of sand which should norm: ally nourish those beaches. The final 
blow was the installation by the Navy of the net depot. 

We do not feel that the engineering was entirely proper. It was 
hasty and done under emergency action, and the drift of the current 
is very detrimental to that shore. 

I would like to present as the next witness Mr. Jack Wooley, who 
is the engineer for Orange County as well as for the Seal Beach-Surf 
Side area. 

Mr. Ancetu. Before we hear the engineer, Congressman, there may 
be some questions from members of the committee. 

Isthisarea withint he corporate limits of Long Beach ? 

Mr. Urr. No, sir; it is all within Orange County. 

Mr. Ancetu. Is it in the nature of an incorporated city, or what is 
the nature of the political subdivision ? 

Mr. Urr. The port on to the northwest of the harbor is the incorpo- 
rated city of Seal Beach, starting here. This is county property, and 
this is all county property, with no incorporated area here at all from 
here clear down to the city of Newport Beach. 

Mr. Ancett. If the project were authorized as a beach-erosion 
project in which the local interests pay two-thirds of the cost in which 
the area or political subdivisions would have to participate, how 
would it be arranged ? 

Mr. Urr. It would have to be apportioned to the city of Seal Beach, 
and either a portion to the county or else some shore-protection clis- 
trict would have to be organized. 

Mr. Aneceti. Would the State government or the county govern- 
ment assume that obligation ? 

Mr. Urr. Mr. Chairman, I have the chairman of the county board 
of supervisors here, and I would rather have him discuss that angle 
with you. 

Mr. Anceti. Are there any questions from my left of our colleague ? 

Mr. Oaxman. Mr. Chairman, of the frontage you speax of at Seal 
Beach there is a total of 13,400 feet. It points out 10,200 feet of that 
frontage is pub licly owned and 3,200 feet is priv: ately owned. It 
states specifically 900 is owned by the Federal Govern ment. Is the 
remaining part ow ned b Vv the State or coun ty; that is, the remaining 
portion of public enti! 

Mr. Urr. Pe rhaps I did not follow your ficures there on the pri 
ately owned. Anything that is not privately owned is either owned 
hy the city of Seal Beach or the State of California. 

Mr. Oaxman. It is devoted to general public use anyway ? 

Mr. Urr. Yes. 

Mr. Oaxkman. It points out here that beaches are used extensively 
for public recreation purposes. In view of that, it does seem that 
the existing formula then is somewhat out of gear. If you were to 
apply a general formula of the privately owned property to the total 
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public ly owned property, less than one-qui arter of it is privately owned 
at. Seal Beach. Therefore it would seem that the formula is not 
realistic there. 

Mr. Macurowicz. I think that formula applies whether it is 
publicly owned or privately owned. : 

Mr. Oaxman. I think there is a big difference in my mind as to 
whether priv: ite individuals are voing to be enric hed by the carrying 
out of a project or whether the general public will benefit from it. 

Mr. Scupper. Will the gentleman yie ld? 

Mr. Oaxkman. Yes. , 

Mr. Scupprer. If you have private property and the Federal Gov- 
ernment puts in an installation that destroys that private property, 
then they most certainly have a moral obligation to correct the situa- 
tion. It would be a re sponsibility of the Federal Government. 

If a Federal —— ie drops on your home, and your home burns 
or is destroyed as a result, the Government usu: ally assumes respon- 
sibility for the eeauie This is a rather similar situation, where 
th eouatatc ion by the I — al Government has ruined the facilities 


that were available and usable prior to those installations being put in. 
If the Fe ederal Government does cause a damage, their responsi- 
bility is much greater than if the damage was done by natural causes. 
] Anor.,. If the gentleman from Michigan will yield, I think a 
good deal will depend on wiation this project is prosecuted as a 


each-erosion project or as a general river-and-harbor project. If it 
is a beach-erosion project under the law, we are limited to one-third 
contribution by the Federal Government, and two-thirds by local 


interests. Now, it is immaterial what local interests provide that 
portion, whether it is county, State, or city. Whatever local area it 
may be, it must p it up two-thirds and the Federal Government one- 
third, because we are limited under the generic law to that. But if 
it is prosecuted as a river-and-harbor project as it was originally 
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anticipated, then it is a different proposition altogether and what 
you are saying W ill apply , of course. 

Mr. Oaxman. In answer to Mr. Scudder’s statement, do we agree 
that this remedial work is necessary here because of the Federal 
project / 

Mr. Urr. That is our contention. 

Mr. OakMAN. You claim it is a 100-percent liability ? 

Mr. Urr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Oaxman. At least a moral hability. 

Mr. Urr. It is not a legal liability, but we feel it is, and we draw 
10 distinction between publicly owned and priv: ately owned property 
7 the damage does flow from a Federal installation. 

Mr. Oaxman. I can agree with you on that point as well as our 
distinguished colleague from California, Mr. Scudder. - a is 
the case, Mr. Chairman, it would seem like it is similar to a case in 
a city, which often happens, where a water main bursts ak a man’s 
basement is washed out and his stock is ruined, and so forth. There is 
no legal liability there. The corporation counsel used to inform us 
of that. But we would take care of the taxpayer because he was 
harmed through no fault of his own. 

Mr. Anceii. Are there any further questions by members of the 
committee ? , 

Mr. Macurowicz. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 
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I understand this is before us as a beach-erosion project. There 
is no question about it. That is what it is. Whether the Federal struc- 
tures did contribute to the present situation or not, we have it before 
us as a beach-erosion project and our participation, as the chairman 
stated, in such cases is limited to one-third. 

I would like to ask the Congressman, if the committee should de- 
termine that our participation is limited to one-third, then are the 
local interests prepared to supply the other two-thirds? 

Mr. Urr. Again, Mr. Machrowicz, I would like to defer that to our 
chairman of the board of supervisors, who is more prepared to speak 
on that than I am. 

Mr. Ancett. You may call your witness, Mr. Utt. 

Mr. Urr. Mr. Jack Woolley, of the engineering firm of Harrison 
& Woolley. 

Mr. Ancett. Mr. Woolley, the committee is very glad to hear you. 

Do you have a prepared statement? 


STATEMENT OF JACK WOOLLEY, OF HARRISON & WOOLLEY, 
ENGINEERS 


Mr. Woottey. I have no prepared statement, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. AnceLt. You may proceed and stand or be seated. 

Mr. Wooxtey. I would like to use the map prepared by the Army, 
if I may 

Mr. Files. Very well. There is a pointer over there. 

Mr. Woottxy. The problem you gentlemen are studying is the 
subject of a report of the United States Corps of Engineers. Such 
report, as explained by Colonel Allen, has been studied by the Orange 
County-Seal Beach interests. The report is extensive and conclusive. 
They have done a very fine and thcrough job of explaining the con- 
ditions. 

The city of Seal Beach and the county of Orange have been faced 
with these erosion problems for quite a number of years. Going back 
to the turn of the century, when this area was more or less of a rural 
area, the natural coastal drift and the flow from the rivers carrying the 
sand to the beach from the mountains maintained these Los Angeles 
County beaches. At the turn of the century, when the construction 
began of the Los Angeles Harbor and Los Angeles River flood-con- 
trol projects and water-conservation projects in the mountains, then 
the natural balance that nature had maintained up to that time began 
being disturbed. 

As a result of the construction of these breakwaters and flood- 
control dams, the natural accretions at the beaches were stopped. 

In 1940 the Corps of Engineers submitted a report on the erosion 
study from Newport to Seal Beach. In whole the county of Orange 
and the city of Seal Beach and other local interests agreed with that 
report. 

In 1941 the city of Seal Beach, which by the way is a very small 
town and which is bordered on the west by the city of Long Beach— 
the boundaries are common—and the county of Orange is also at 
the eastern city limits of Long Beach—this small town which had a 
population at that time of 3,500 people, voted a bond issue of $200,000 
and began stabilizing their beach as closely in accordance w ith the 
Army engineers’ report as they could with the limited funds available. 
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They built an east jetty about at this location. This was the 
original west jetty which had been constructed in 1938 and 1939. 
They built another jetty here and three timber eroins in here, and 
dredged out this 1i ttle harbor here, and put the sand in an amount of 


300.000 cubie yards on the beach. 

The beach-erosion plans that the city constructed stabilized the 
beach from 1941 until the Navy took over. In 1944 the Navy came 
n under wartime measures and took over the harbor. They moved 
out 200 houses of the city of Seal Beach that were along this peninsula, 
and they hegvan the construction of the harbor. Immediately after- 
ward sharp erosion began at the Surf Side area at this point of the 


jetty ha le the construction was underway. 

Seal Be - and Orange County just feel that their problems had 
been settled in 1941. They feel that the breakwater which is offshore 
and the Nav ha breakwaters both east and west began their troubles. 
The erosion which has _ en occurring ever since it first began in this 
corner of Surf Side and which has continued since, they feel is not 
their fault. This erosion has continued except for the interruption 
when the Corps of Engineers put over a million cubic yards on this 
beach here. At that time in 1948 Seal Beach between the pier and 
the Navy jetty had been fairly stable. With the continuation of the 
offshore breakwater and the dock as it proceeded down the coast, we 
had this action which eventually began to move along this west jetty in 
the Navy harbor. That is the damaging action that has oceurred 
and ruined the Seal Beach beach between the west pier and the jetty. 

The material that was in this area has been moved down the coast 
toward Long Beach. It was not lost except in this area. 

I think it would be nice if the committee now would look at some 
pictures we have showing what the damage amounted to. 

Mr. Anocewu. We have this large portfolio here and the committee 
is looking at the pictures. I noticed that some of them show the 
water a ay up to the buildings and the people are standing in the 
water. Is that a condition that exists only in times of high tide? 

Mr. Woottey. It exists periodically—mostly in the winter months, 
when the storms are a little worse than in the summertime. It has 
existed as recently as last month. In the month of November five 
houses in the Surf Side area fell into the ocean. In the Seal Beach 
area the city constructed a sand dike which they have dredged up 
with the help of the Navy and the county, and they have built this 
sand dike up against the houses that you see in those pictures. 

Mr. Ancetn. I noticed that in the pictures, Mr. Woolley. Has that 
proved to be effective in keeping the water out? 

Mr. Woottry. Phenomenally so. We could not understand why it 
would withstand those terrific onslaughts, but it has done that for 2 
years now. 

Mr. Anceixi. Would that protect the entire area or just a portion 
of it? 

Mr. Woottry. No. It only protects the beach proper. The first 
tide this year went over that dike and flooded out with 2 feet of water 
the apartments behind it and the recreational area. The beach is 
not open and cannot be used by the recreational crowds that come 
down there. The same is true at Surf Side. The condition is so 
bad that people cannot use the beaches. The people in the summer- 
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time amount to 5,000 people a day in those two beach areas, and those 
people have been stopped from using the beaches. 

The city of Seal Beach and the county of Orange both feel that 
this responsibility is fully a Federal obligation. They had their 
beaches maintained when this damaging effect from the jetties 
occurred. We have made representations as such to the different 
governmental agencies and to the Congress 

In conclusion I would like just to add that the problem to the 
people in Seal Beach and in Surf Side is their life’s blood, you might 
say. They do not have the funds in a little town like that with which 
to build expensive beach erosion projects any further than they have 
gone in that direction up to now. The same is true in the county. 
The small 3,000 feet of beach represented by the-—— 

Mr. Anceii. Will you point out on the map how far Seal Beach 
extends ? 

Mr. Woottry. It extends _—_ the San Gabriel River to a line 
approximately through the Navy beach. Part of the naval ammuni- 
tion de pot isinthee ity of Seal Beach. 

Mr. Ancor. So Seal Beach would not be responsible for the entire 
project ¢ 

Mr. Wootiey. No. The actual city limits line is somewhere through 
this area. Surf Side is a privately owned beach about 3,000 feet in 
length. 

Mr. Anceti. Would you point out on the map how far this project 
would continue if authorized ? 

Mr. Woottey. The project as set up in the Corps of Engineers’ 
report for that east Seal Beach segment is from the pier here to the 
jetty; and the Surf Side segment from the root of the Navy jetty, 
or approximately some 3,000 feet east to Anderson Street. 

Mr. Anaeiu. Was it Seal Beach that had the bond issue of $200,000 ? 

Mr. Woottry. It was the city of Seal Beach that had the bond 
issue. 

Mr. Ancetxi. Were those bonds all sold ? 

Mr. Woottry. Yes, they were. When the Navy purchased the 
area from the city. 

Mr. Ancrin. The money was expended in that project? 

Mr. Woottey. Yes. 

Mr. Ancetu. Have any of the bonds been repaid ? 

Mr. Woottey. I believe so. I am not certain on that. 

Mr. Anoretyu. If this project were authorized as a beach-erosion 
project are local interests willing and able to provide two-thirds of 
the cost ? 

Mr. Woottry. No. Definitely not. 

Mr. Anerrzu. Have you any further statement, Mr. Woolley ? 

Mr. Wootitry. Yes, one more. The Surf Side area and people at 
Seal Beach formed a water district consisting of about 85 homes. 
They assessed themselves something like $2 or $3 per $100 of assessed 
value and they also built 3 or 4 small wooden groins amounting to 
about $10.000. 

Mr. Anceti. Were they effective ? 

Mr. Woot.ry. Yes, sir. They have been effective. In this last 
storm when those groins were uncovered they began working. In 
the last storm in November and December it took out one of the groins. 
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The last groin of the city of Seal Beach at the root of the Navy jetty 
was destroyed by the storm. The others are stable. 

Mr. Anceti. Are they constructed of sand, or what? 

Mr. Woouixy. They are constructed of timber piling and waling, 
and so forth. 

Mr. Ancety. Are there any further questions ¢ 

Mr. Scupper. Mr. Woolley, as I look at the map it rather appears 
that the two jetties that enclose the harbor comprise at least two-thirds 
of the beach from the groin to Surf Side. There is no washing effect 
inside the harbor, is there ? 

Mr. Wootiey. No. That is correct, Mr. Scudder. 

Mr. Scupper. Is the Federal beach land that is shown there in the 
harbor? 

Mr. Woottny. Yes. This stretch of beach from the west jetty and 
Anaheim Bay Harbor is the boundary of the Navy on the west. The 
distance from here to the east Navy boundary is far in excess of 
one-quarter or one-third. The actual frontage that was used in the 
Army report, I do not know how they arrive at that. 

Mr. Scupper. Then the area inside the harbor has sufficient sand 
for beach purposes, but the building of the various jetties has taken 
away the beaches in these other areas? 

Mr. Woottey. Yes. 

Mr. Scupper. That seems very evident. Evidently there is a swirl- 
ing motion to the waves which dig out the beach land rather than 
deposit more sand. Do you believe if the groins are put in at intervals 
that that will hold the sand in place? 

Mr. Woottey. Except in the instance of the base of the jetty. We 
do not think that is sufficient construction. This force of the water 
comes down the jetty and it is accelerated as it reaches the shore. 
Those waves pile up with a great force behind them. You can see it 
in those pictures. ‘There is one especially which is taken at this point 
looking in here, and it shows that action, in effect. The waves are 
piling up and the destructive damage occurs. It diminishes as it goes 
east along the shore. It would diminish further with the groins, as 
suggested in the Army report. 

The effect of a groin at this particular point had just been illus- 
trated when the city of Seal Beach’s groin was washed out by this 
destructive action. 5 

We believe as engineers, in contradiction to the Corps of Engineers, 
that a spur must be constructed on these jetties to protect them from 
that terrible force and keep it from going into shore. And the same 
thing on the west side. 

Mr. Scupper. As a layman with some engineering background, and 
looking at the situation as exists here, I would think that a short jetty 
running at right angles to the southerly jetty would stop the washing 
that occurs along the jetty, and would prevent the eroding effect at 
the beachline. : 

Mr. Woo.tiry. We believe sincerely that would accomplish that 
objective. When the Army built the jetties at Newport Harbor we 
had a similar situation there. The Army did put a spur on the jetty 
and it did stop that corrosive action. We have had no sae at 
Newport since that spur was constructed there. 

That concludes my statement. 
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Mr. Ancevt. Mr. Machrowicz, any questions / 

Mr. Macurowicz. No, sir. 

Mr. Anceti. Are there any further questions from my left ? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. AnGetL. If not, we thank you, Mr. Woolley. 

Congressman Utt, you may call your next witness. 

Mr. Urr. May I eall Mr. W illis Warner, chairman of our Orange 
County Board of Supervisors 

Mr. Ancett. Mr. Warner, the committee is very glad to hear you. 


STATEMENT OF WILLIS H. WARNER, CHAIRMAN OF THE BOARD 
OF SUPERVISERS OF ORANGE COUNTY, CALIF. 


Mr. Warner. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee. Mr. 
Woolley ee 

Mr. Aneeti. May I ask you first, before you proceed with your 
testimony, for the purpos e of the record if this project were con- 
sidered by the committee as a beach-erosion project under the law and 

required a two-thirds contribution by the local interests and a one- 
third contribution from the Federal Government. are your local 
interests prepared and willing to provide the two-thirds that would be 
called for under the law ? 

Mr. Warner. We are not in a position to do that, Mr. Chairman. 
Locally we do not feel it is in the nature of an erosion project. We feel 
the erosion is the end result of what is happening, and that the project 
is not primarily an erosion project. 

Mr. AnceLL. You may proceed. 

Mr. Warner. It is a project to repair damage caused by certain 
works. 

Mr. Neau. You feel like it is a Government-made erosion. Is that 
right ? 

Mr. Warner. It isa Government-made hazard, whether it is erosion, 
or whatever it might be. It is a damage caused in our opinion by 
Federal works. We do not claim that the Federal Government has a 
legal responsibility. We feel that they have a moral responsibility, 
the same as we might have in local government if, through some works 
of ours, we caused a damage that we should at least reasonably repair 
or protect against. 

I would like to call the attention of the committee, if I might, to the 
fact that I believe the Unied States Army engineers have made a very 
fine report. We have found them to be very cooperative in working on 
projects. The interpretation as to what the program or the project is 
is not for us to say, as to how they should interpret it. 

Mr. Ancett. May I interrupt to ask if a number of the buik lings 
there have been destroyed by the action of the tides? 

Mr. Warner. It has been in this last winter’s storm. Five buildings 
were destroyed then. There are some 35 that are partially destroyed 
or which have had to be vacated due to the undermining action of the 
water and due to the washing out of sewers and water facilities con- 
nected with the buildings that make them uninhabitable. 

We have had to close one area. In general the statement of Mr. 
Woolley has laid the background for the conditions as they existed 
there previous to the time of the installation of the Seal Beach Ammu- 
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nition and Net Depot, and the | yuilding of the harbor jetties. At the 
time that this was conte mplated, as soon as we learned about it and 
were able to get some idea as to W hat the construction might be, or the 
intent of the construction, I had the opportunity of contacting the 
Chief of the Bureau of Yards and Docks in a visit to Long Beach and 
to this area when they were starting work. I called his attention to 
the fact that I felt, from discussing it with the county engineers, that 
the construction of the harbor jetties at the angle proposed would 
create a problem, and we wanted to get on record that we felt that 
there was a hazard there. 

In that same year at a meeting of the American Beach and Shore 
Preservation Association at Chicago. one of our county engineers, 
Mr. Patterson, and myself attended that meeting. At the meeting 
there were members of the United States Erosion Board, Through 
the courtesy of Mr. O’Brien from the University of California, a 
civilian member of that Board, the Board met and gave us an oppor- 
tunity to present to them the picture that we saw was coming through 
this construction. It was exceedingly interesting to me to find that 
number of port engineers and authorities, particularly from the 
Atlantic coastline and some from the gulf coast were interested to 
see what this project was. 

When we unfolded a map and outlined what it was it was immedi- 
ately taken away from us in ae cliscussion as to the problem that 
Was going to be created, and how you would solve the problem. 

We filed with the United States Erosion Board a report and state- 
ment, and at the time we forwarded copies to Washington. I have one 
of the previous reports of one of our engineers, who called attention 
to the fact, and I would like to quote this from his report. This was 
a report made in 1951, and in his report he quotes and says: 

Pursuant to the act of Congress under Public Law 525 of the 79th- Congress 
approved July 24, 1946, the district engineer submitted a preliminary report 
on Anaheim Harbor, with a view to shore protection, to the Chief of Engineers 

April 1, 1947. 

I think that report was the basis on which the emergency appro- 
priation was secured to provide temporary relief pending the develop- 
ment of the comprehensive or constructive plan to eliminate the 
situation. 

The report of the district engineer concluded that “further investigations are 
warranted at this time. A satisfactory and economically justified plan of im- 
provement probably can be developed for preservation of the eroding shoreline 
downcoast from Anaheim Harbor. The erosion has been caused largely by harbor 
improvements to the west of Orange County, and has been accelerated by the 
construction of Anaheim Bay Harbor, which is owned by the United States.” 

Following this preliminary report the Chief of Engineers directed 
the district engineer to proceed with the complet on of the report, 
and there was a great deal of consideration given to the possible 
extension of that Long Beach breakwater down into the Orange 
County area, which possibly would solve the problem in front of this 
particular area, and possibly move the hazard farther down. That 
would be a matter to be determined later. 

But we feel, gentlemen, that with regard to the original amount of 
erosion damage, we were in a position to have taken care of it locally 
and were taking steps on it and making progress in the taking care of 
it. We feel that the situation we are facing now is due primarily 
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to the public works constructed by the Federal Government, and that 
this particular unit has accelerated that to such.an extent that it is 
beyond the power of local authorities to keep up with it. 

1 would lke to call attention to one fact. During the construction 
of these jetties on the east side, before the work was completed, the 
erosion became so pronounced that the Navy was required to put in 
a concrete revetment to keep the ocean from voing on through Into 
the harbor. They constructed a rock revetment the whole length of 
their property over to the Surf Side area to keep the ocean from cut- 
ting through into Anaheim Harbor in that area. 

We feel it is a project in which the Government has a definite re- 
sponsibility, and we would urge your favorable consideration on that 
basis. 

Mr. Ancet.. Mr. Scudder, do you have any questions? 

Mr. Scupprer. I believe not. 

Mr. Anceutut. Mr. Machrowicz. 

Mr. Macurowicz. Just one question. 

| believe you expressed your concurrence W ith the Corps of Eng 
neers’ report. Is that right? 

Mr. Warner. I concur in the general principles of the report for 
correction. I think there should be probably some additional facili- 
ties constructed there in order to maintain the sand for a longer 
| eriod, but in general the report 1s correct. 

Mr. Macurowicz. I call your attention to the fact that the Chief of 
Kngineers recommends as follows: 

Accordingly, I recommend adoption of projects by the United States authoriz 
ing Federal participation by the contribution of Federal funds in an amount equal 
to the portion of the cost applicable to protecting the federally owned frontage 
plus one-third of the first cost of measures for the restoration and protection of 
the other publicly owned portions of the shore in Orange County, Calif 

Mr. Warner. We don’t concur in that. We concur in the principle 
of protection as defined in his report, and not as to his findings. 

Mr. AnGeiti. Dr. Neal, any questions ¢ 

Mr. Near. I do not think so. 

Mr. AnceLL. Mr. Oakman ? 

Mr. Oaxkman. No questions. 

Mr. Warner. Mr. Chairman, if I might for the record, the mayor 
of Seal Beach and the council authorized me in making the presenta- 
tion to speak on their behalf, as well as the county of Orange. 

Mr. ANGELL. Very well. The record will so indicate. Have you 
any further statements? 

Mr. Urr. No further statement, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Anceti. We thank you very much for your cooperation with 
the committee. 

Colonel ALLEN. May I make a few explanatory remarks, if you have 
the time, Mr. Chairman ? 

Mr. Anoreui. Yes, indeed, Colonel. 

Colonel Aten. The question of frontage that was considered for 
Federal participation was brought up. I would like to point out that 
the frontage considered was not limited to Seal Beach and the areas 
shown here in light green at Surf Side. It was carried on down here 
to Sunset Beach because it was recognized as these gentlemen pointed 
out that if this condition were allowed to continue, eventually the 
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problem area would move to the south and east at a rate estimated to 
be 1 mile per year. ayes 

And so the frontage considered in determining the Federal share 
went as far south as Sunset Beach, even though at this time or at the 
time of the report, Sunset Beach was not in danger. But we have 
seen there over the period of the last year or 6 months, particularly, 
that this material 1s no longer m: terial for the waves to move. The 
waves have a certain competence to move a certain yardage of ma- 
terial. If it is not available here, the waves will continue to get 
their load at this point and move it down. As this disappears they 
will continue to move it down the coast of California, so that the 
points made by the gentlemen are correct in that the situation, if not 
corrected in this area in here, will gradually provide a feeder beach 
for the waves to pick up their fe eder material to continue on to the 
south and east. 

Mr. Ancety. Is it the thought of the Army engineers that this is 
a beach-erosion project 4 

Colonel ALLEN. It was treated as such because the basic law said 
with a view to shore protection. Public Law 727, which was passed 
subsequent to the basic law, was interpreted to be the sense of 
Coneress with respect to beach erosion. 

Mr, Ancri.. The report of the Corps of Engineers is based on the 
premise that it is a beac h- erosion project ? 

Colonel ALLEN. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Scupper. There is no disposition on the part of the Engineers 
then to recognize this as a condition existent and caused by certain 
jetty construction from the sté indpoint of damages? 

Colonel Auuen. It is recognized in the report as consequential 
damage due to the construction of a number of structures—the Ana- 
heim Bay jetties, the Long Beach breakwaters, and the improving of 
the other rivers I previously mentioned. 

Mr. Scupper. Then it will be a matter of determination by this 
committee as to whether the . amage was actually caused by the con- 

truction of jetties, or whether we are going to proceed under the new 
low to remedy beach seme 

Colonel AtuEN. That is correct. 

Mr. Scupper. There are two theories to this, I believe. 

Colonel ALLEN. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Scupper. The general law for beach-erosion work and beach 


protection does not take into consideration some conditions precedent 
which had caused the condition. 


Colonel ALLEN. That is correct. 

Mr. Anertu. We thank you, Colonel. 

Mr. OakMANn. Can I ask the colonel one more question, Mr. 
Chairman ? 

Mr. ANGELL. You may. 

Mr. OaKkman. Do you feel, Colonel, that this work is now all neces- 
sary because of previous undertakings that the Federal Government 
had made there? 

Colonel Aten. I would have to go back again, sir, to the condition 
of this shoreline in nature before any manm: ide structures were there. 
The fact that this shore was nourished by streams which carried ma- 
terial into the Los Angeles Harbor, and that prior to the construction 
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of the Federal breakwaters the wave pattern was such that they were 
competent to carry this material on down and nourish the beaches; 
and the combination and sequence of the construction of the control 
measures on the rivers and breakwaters at Anaheim, all had an effect 
on the entire shoreline of this area. 

Mr. Oaxman. You would feel quite an appreciable effect, would 
you not ¢ 

Colonel AtuEN. Yes: and that would alter the regimen of that 
area appreciably. 

Mr. OaxMan. So that there does seem to be a moral responsibility 
on the part of the Government over the one-third permitted by the 
existing law. Do you care to comment on that ? 

Colonel ALuen. I think it has been held, and I am not speaking 
legally now, that these were all built for the public interest—both 
the flood-control measures and the breakwaters. This, of course, was 
also built for the public interest. The degree of moral responsibility 
is not mine to determine. 

Mr. ANGELL. Colonel, was the damage ( aused by any errors on the 
part of the Army engineers in any of that construction work? Were 
there any errors in the plans of the remedial projects that were put 
in¢ Did the damage arise by reason of erroneous construction ? 

Colonel Aten. No, sir. That was implicit in the purpose for 
which the major project was designed. When we put a fed ceteciiel 
dam on the Los Angeles River that affected the material by impound- 
ing it and preventing it from reaching the shoreline. 

Mr. Macurowicz. Is there not a series of factors, and these Federal 
structures are just one of the series? 

Colonel ALLEN. That is correct. 

Mr. Ancet. If there is nothing further, the committee will stand 
adjourned. 

(Whereupon, at 11:30 a. m. the subcommittee adjourned.) 
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MONDAY, APRIL 5, 1954 


Housr or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON Rivers AND Harpors, 
OF THE COMMITTEE OF Puprtic Works, 
Wash ington, pict 
The subcommittee met at 10 a.m., Hon. Homer D. Angell presiding. 
Mr. ANGELL. We are meeting this morning to have a further hear- 
ing of the Subcommittee on Rivers and Harbors of the Public Works 
Committee. 
The first project on the agenda for consideration is Lynn-Nahant 


Beach, Mass. 


LYNN-NAHANT BracH, Mass. 


We have with us our colleagues, Thomas J. Lane of Massachusetts, 
with whom we have been associated, at least I have personally, for a 
good many years. We are very happy to have you with us. 

If agreeable to you, Mr. Lane, we will have the report of the Army 
engineers first. 

Mr. Lane. That is perfectly agreeable. 

Mr. Ancetu. I believe Colonel Allen will present the report for the 
Corps of Engineers. The committee will be very glad to hear from 
you, Colonel Allen, at this time. 


STATEMENT OF COL. J. U. ALLEN, CORPS OF ENGINEERS, UNITED 
STATES ARMY—Resumed 


Colonel Auten. Mr. Chairman, the authority for the report on the 
Lynn-Nahant project is contained in the River and Harbor Act of 
1930 which established the Beach Erosion Board and set up the me- 
chanics for cooperative studies between the Federal Government and 
State or local agencies. Under this law an agreement was entered 
into between the Federal Government and the Metropolitan District 
Commission of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts, which was the 
cooperating agency in this case. 

The cost of the study was borne equally between the Federal Gov- 
ernment and the Commonwealth of Massachusetts. The total cost of 
the study was $4,000. 

Lynn- ‘Nahant is located about 9 miles north of the metropolitan 
area of Boston and is situated, with respect to Little Nahant and Big 
Nahant Islands to their north. This general location on the map is 
the immediate problem area [indicating }. 

In the state of n: ture, the area we are discussing was compost ed of 
two islands, Little Nahant and Big Nahant, and the headland in the 
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vicinity of Lynn. From the geologic history of the area, the islands 
were joined together by material eroded from the islands. The mate- 
rial eroded from Little Nahant worked north, and that from the 
headland worked south until eventually the islands and headland 
were connected by the typical barrier of beach sand. 

Over a period « of time. man has constructed retaining walls and 
seawalls, so that there are now no m: terials bei Ing e ‘roded to provide 
nourishment for this shore. So the metropolitan district commission 
entered into this agreement to study ways and means to prevent fur- 


ther erosion, to provide recreational] beaches and save the seawalls 
already constructed. 
The plan of improvement recomme ded by the division engineer, 


concurred in by the Beach Erosion Board an id the Chief of Engineers, 
consists of placing a large quantity of sand fill directly on this beach 
and also a sa ble mound structure to prevent the washing away or 
flooding from the Atlantic Ocean into Lynn Harbor. 

This is not intended to act as a breakwater, but will provide a back 
shore elevation of plu 18 feet in order to prevent flooding the high- 
way and full utilization in times of high water between the mainland 
and Little Nahant and Big Nahant Islands. 

The total cost of the project is $568,000, revised to September 1953, 
prices. The Federal share in accordance with Public Law 727 is 
$189,000. Public Law 727 provides that the Federal Government may 
contribute not to exceed one-third of the cost of protecting publicly 
owned shores. All of ne problem area considered for treatment 
between here and here [indicating] is publicly owned, so it all qualifies 


for Federal participation. The non-Federal share of the cost is 
are and all of the mai intenance of the project under the law is 
bor ne by local interests. In this case the annular maintenance, exclu- 


sive of amortization and interest, is $8,750, which is borne by non- 
Federal interests. 

The benefit to cost ratio of the project is 1.7. 

The Commonwealth of Massachusetts concurs in the findings of the 
division engineer and the Chief of Engineers. The Budget Bureau 
has no objection to the submission of the report to Congress. 

At the time this report was written, the Budget Bureau raised cer- 
tain questions with respect to the determination of recreational bene- 
fits. Since this report was completed, there have been several com- 
munications between the Department of the Army and the Bureau of 
the Budget and a method of computing recreational benefits has been 
adopted ‘which is not radi: ally different from that used in this report. 

Mr. Ancett. Colonel Allen, you mention in the first part of your 
report that the cost of making the survey was borne equally by the 
Federal Government and local interests. What is the law with respect 
to that ? 

Colonel ALLEN. The basic law which established the Beach Erosion 
Board in 1930 provided for cooperative studies initiated by local 
agencies and conducted by the Federal Government. It provides that 
the cost of those studies shall be shared between the local agency and 
the Federal Government. By executive order the extent of local 
cooperation has been set at 50 percent of the cost of the study. 

Mr. Angext. And the one-third and two-thirds applies to the cost 
of construction ? 
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Colonel Aten. Correct. It is on a 50-50 basis for the cost of the 
study. 

Mr. Aucurncioss. Has an atte mpt to correct such a situation by the 
erection of a barrier sunk offshore ever been made? 

Colonel Aten. Not in this area; no, sir. 

Mr. Aucurncioss. But it has been tried in other areas? 

Colonel AtLEeN. It has been tried with very little or no success in 
other areas of the country. You are speaking now of the construc- 
tion of an offshore breakwater ? 

Mr. Aucuinctioss. Yes. 

Colonel Atxen. It is extremely expensive, difficult to maintain and 
in many cases is not justified economically. 

Mr. Avcutncross. Gener: ally speaking, as I understood it, the sink- 
ing of vessels loaded with concrete offshore has been a failure; is that 
correct ¢ 

Colonel Atien. It has been tried in several areas and the ocean 
waves and currents have succeeded in eroding underneath the sunken 
barge until eventually it goes down and loses its effect. 

Mr. Ancetn. What is the difference between offshore barriers that 
you mentioned and this proposal here ? 

Colonel Atten. An offshore barrier would be in effect a long break- 
water constructed in deep water, very difficult and expensive to con- 
struct. A sandfill here will protect the beach and do the job much 
more economically as far as the dissip: iting wave energy is concerned. 

Mr. Ancetu. That sand barrier is right next to the mainland, is it? 

Colonel Auten. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Anaett. What is the long narrow strip shown on the map; how 
is that constructed ? 

Colonel Atten. The long narrow strip will be nourished to some 
extent by providing a short fill placed out here [indicating] and the 
dunes will be protected in part by a rubble mound. This will pro- 
vide access during time of storm and high water between the main- 
land and Little Nahant and Big Nahant Islands. 

Mr. Angew. Is that near the shoreline? 

Colonel ALLEN. Yes, sir. Here | indicating] is the mean low water- 
line and here is the rubble mound. It will have a top elevation of 
plus 18 feet above mean low water. 

Mr. Ancett. What is the type of construction for that? 

Colonel Auten. That is just a rubble mound, a stone mound sea- 
wall with a heavy cover of stone on the ocean side and with the fill 
in back. 

Mr. Ancexu. Will thesurf break over it ? 

Colonel ALLEN. No, sir; it will have a top elevation of plus 18 feet, 
and the breaking of the surf will have been accomplished before 
reaching that area. All we will expect to get there is some uprush 
after breaking. 

Mr. Mack. You spoke of the shoreline being publicly owned. If 
the shorelands were in private ownership, could the Federal Govern- 
ment provide one-third of the cost ? 

Colonel ALLEN. We could not. 

Mr. Mack. Supposing a quarter of the shoreland were privately 
owned, could the Federal Government then provide one-third of the 
entire cost ? 
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Colonel Atten. Then we would have to extract the costs for that 
portion of the shoreline and eliminate that part from Federal con- 
tribution. 

Mr. Mack. Do you mean the land that immediately adjoins the 
water? Supposing in back of that, say at a distance of a quarter of 
a mile, there might he a public highway or something like that: 
Would such matters enter into consideration at all, or does relief £0 
only to land adjacent to the water ? 

Colonel Auien. It is the land adjoining the water that must be 

} iblic ow ership. 

Mr. Mack. It would involve a road, then, a thousand yards back 
from the water: that would still be publicly owned ? 

Colonel Atiten. Provided there was not pr ivate property between 
the road and the beach in m oe The mere fact that there are 
public roads back in here ndicating | could not be considered 

mblic ownership of shore front saumaiaa 

Mr. Mack. Now supposing a Coast Guard station or life saving 
station were located in the beach erosion area, would the Federal 
contribution be larger in order to protect that installation ? 

Colonel ALLEN. In case of Federal ownership, the United States 
would assume complete responsibility for the protection of that prop- 
erty: that is, the Federal Government’s pro rata share for that area 
would be borne by the Federal Government. 

Mr. Mack. And would the local interests split the two-thirds of 
the cost of this project between, say, the county and State ? 

Colonel Aten. The cooperating agency was the Metropolitan Dis- 
trict Commissioner of the ¢ ‘ommonwealth ‘of M: assac -husetts. 

Mr. Mack. That meansthe State government ? 

Colonel Aten. Yes, sir, a division of the State Government. 

Mr. Mack. I am very much interested in this, because we have a 
similar project on the Pacific coast in which the people are trying to 
find out where to get the money to supply their two-thirds of the cost. 

Mr. Aucuincioss. I —— like to clarify that question Mr. Mack 
brings up about a public highway. As I understand the law, a public 
highway that is protected rh a seawall is subject to protection against 
erosion in this formula: - I right? 

Colonel Atien. I will have to read the law. but there is a speci- 
fication in there. 

Mr. AUCHIN( LOSS. You mean the law passed in the 79th Congress ¢ 

Colonel Arnen. Yes, sir, The language of Public Law 727 of the 
79th Congress provides, in addition to this one-third-two-thirds ratio 
I mentioned with respect to the original project, that where a political 
subdivision has erected a seawall previously to protect a public high- 
way which the Chief of Engineers considers sufficiently important to 
justify protection, the Federal contribution toward the repair of this 
wall and the protection of this wall by the construction of the beach in 
front of it is authorized at not to exceed one-third of the original cost 
of the wall. The highway must be certified by the Chief of Engineers 
as a highway which will justify such continued protection—not a 
highway for local access, such as we have had in a few beach erosion 
projects, but a highway of sufficient importance to justify continued 

yrotection. 

Mr. Avucuincvoss. In your experience, has that law been called into 
operation at all? 
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Colonel ALLEN. Yes, sir; it was applied in the first project which 
was constructed under Public Law 727, in Harrison County, Miss. 

Mr. Avcuincioss. And it would apply somewhat along the New 
Jersey coast ¢ 

Colonel ALLEN. Well, I would have to look into it with respect to 
the New Jersey coast. There are highways, of course, along the shore 
line there, but the only application of it to date has been in Harrison 
County, Mississippi, where there was a highway which was en- 
dangered. 

Mr. Ancexy. Colonel, a further question at that point: Is it your 
understanding in interpreting the law that the Federal Government 
will not participate in such a project unless there is an existing wall 
protecting the highw: ay ¢ 

Colonel ALLEN. ‘TI he Kederal Government would not participate 
under the seawall provision unless ah eXisting wall protects an im- 
portant highway. 

Mr. Ance.y. But if there is a public highway along the beach and 
it is being eroded and there is no existing wall protecting it, the Fed- 
eral Government would not participate in the erection of a seawall to 
protect that highway ? 

Colonel Aten. The law provides for Federal participation on a 
special basis where a seawall has been previously constructed by local 
agencies for the protection of a highway. Otherwise the usual partici- 
pation of one-third of the first cost of protecting publicly owned 
shores applies. 

Mr. Mack. Supposing the Federal Government had established a 
fishing basin in this area and had spent a considerable sum of money 
building up the fishing basin and then, due to beach erosion, the fish- 
ing basin would be threatened with destruction: In that case, would 
the Federal Government pay the cost in full to stop the beach erosion 
and protect the fishing basin, or pay one-third of the cost ? 

CotoneEL ALLEN. I am afraid I cannot answer that without getting 
it more specific. 

Mr. Mack. It would be the same case of being Federal property 
as a lighthouse. 

Colonel AtueN. The effect is the same as in the case of a navigation 
project, and failure to adopt correct beach erosion corrective measures 
would have to be considered. 

Mr. Scupper. How many projects of this type are under study by 
the Corps of Engineers ? 

Colonel Auten. There are five projects which have already been 
authorized by Congress. One of the five has been completely con- 
structed and funds made available for the Federal share. There 
are some 20 additional projects which we are prepared to present at 
this session, which have been studied since the last omnibus bill was 
passed. 

Since Public Law 727 was passed, the Beach Erosion Board and 
the districts completed some 45 cooperative studies, of which 20 were 
unfavorable to Federal participation. The remaining ones have 
various degrees of recommended Federal participation. 

Mr. Scupper. You say 40 have been completed ? 

Colonel Atten. 45 have been completed since Public Law 727 was 
passed in 1946, 20 of which-were unfavorable for Federal participa- 
tion. 
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Mr. Avcurincrioss. I would like a little clarification of the operation 
of the protection of poe owned beaches which might be contiguous 
to privately owned beach property. The fact that a privately owned 
piece of property may be benefited by the operations of the project 
does not necessarily mean that the project would not go forward, 
does it? 

Colonel AttEeN. No, sir. 

Mr. Aucuincioss. And it is assumed that private beaches adjacent 
to a public beach might well be protected in order to take care of the 
overall situation ? 

Colonel Auten. That is correct, sir. In many cases in the past 
the treatment of small segments of the beach either by private or 
municipal owners, has resulted in consequential benefits and in some 
cases consequential damages to the areas which were not originally 
considered in the project. 

Mr. Anoeti. Thank you, Colonel Allen. 

Now the Chair has received a letter addressed to the chairman of 
the subcommittee by the Honorable Leverett Saltonstall, Senator from 
Massachusetts, which I will read : 

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE ANGELL: I understand that your committee this morning 
is considering beach erosion projects in Massachusetts, namely Lynn-Nahant 
Beach and Revere Beach, contained in House Documents Nos. 134 and 146 of 
the 82d Congress, Ist session. 

I know that you will give careful study to the material contained in these 
documents and I hope you will give careful consideration to the comments of 
the Commonwealth of Massachusetts, the report of the Chief of Engineers, 
United States Army, and the Beach Erosion Board. 

I am familiar with the sections involved and know that beach erosion pro- 
tection is of extreme importance to the coastal sections of Massachusetts. 

I sincerely hope your recommendations will be favorable to these projects. 

With best regards, I am 

“Sincerely yours, 
LEVERETT SALTONSTALL, 
United States Senator. 

Without objection, that letter will be included in the record at 
this point. 

Now, Congressman Lane, the committee is very happy to have 
you with us and will be glad to hear you at this time. 


STATEMENT OF HON. THOMAS J. LANE, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MASSACHUSETTS 


Mr. Lane. Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee of 
the House Committee on Public Works, may I first honestly and 
truthfully state to the members of this subcommittee that I appreciate 
this opportunity to speak before your honorable committee here 
this morning with reference to a question that is of vital importance 
to this section of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts. You have 
read the letter from our Senator, Leverett Saltonstall, Senator from 
Massachusetts, who, as he states in his letter, is familiar with this 
location, familiar with this project for the reason, of course, that in 
the past Senator Saltonstall was speaker of the house of representa- 
tives and also Governor of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts and, 
in that capacity, he had much to do with the work of the metropolitan 
district commission there in the Commonwealth of Massachusetts. 
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And, Mr. Chairman, so that your members may be advised on this 
commission in the Commonwealth of Massachusetts, m: iy I state that 
we are divided up, of course, under the counties, and this project you 
have before you this morning is in Essex County, of the Common- 
wealth of Massachusetts. But, further than that, we have a subdi- 
vision of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts known as the metro- 
politan district commission and, as the name signifies, it is metro- 
politan Boston and it extends from there out to Lynn and Nahant, 
and Lynn-Nahant in the County of Essex is a part of that metro- 
polit in district commission. 

For the most part, the metropolitan district commission supervises 
that area right around Boston proper and south of Boston. This 
section we are speaking about this morning is north of Boston and is 
part of the metropolitan district commission which has been set up 
and the local authorities have contributed proportionately toward 
the e xpense of the me tropolit: in district commission. And the com 
mission are the ones who, of course, are interested in this, because 
they supervise this part of the highway there and the frontier of 
the beach. The xy go along the ocean front and also take in some parts 
of the reservations in and around greater Boston. The parks, play- 
grounds and beach fronts in and around greater Boston come under 
this metropolitan district commission. And I might ask, Mr. Chair 
man and members of the committee, not knowing whether or not the 
metropolitan district commission has had an opportunity to know 
that your honorable committee is giving this matter a hearing this 
morning and another one in reference to Revere Beach a little later 
on, whether or not your committee would give us the opportunity to 
have-a statement submitted by the metropolit: in district commission 
to help enlighten the committee, if possible, at a later date? 

Mr. Ancett. May I interrupt to say that owing to circumstances 
we call these hearings on rather short notice and we appreciate that 
notice is not given to those who live a distance from Washington to 
make prepari ations to attend the hearing and, without objection, that 
permission will be granted to file statements from parties interested 
in these two projects, and those statements will be included in the 
record. 

Mr. Lane. I say that because the city of Lynn and the town of 
Nahant and the town of Swampscott which have been mentioned 
would pay no part of this expense but, coming under the metropolitan 
district commission, indirectly, of course, they would pay. 

Mr. Ancett. While on that subject, will you tell the committee 
just where the funds for the contribution of the local interests come 
from ? Who puts up the money ? 

Mr. Lanz. That would be the metropolitan district commission. 

Mr. Ancetx. Does it have taxing power ? 

Mr. Lane. The Commonwealth of Massachusetts, of course, ap- 
propr iates so much money to the ¢ ommission and there is a levy made 
on the cities and towns proportionately to help pay the expenses a 
only of maintaining the highways, beach fronts, and all that, but 
in certain locations “they have public playgrounds and have lifesav- 
ing stations at the beaches and have police departments, and it is a 
little government in itself underneath the Commonwealth of Massa- 
chusetts, as a subdivision of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts. 
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Mr. ANGELL. Whe nN Color - Allen from the Corps of Engineers 
testified be efore the committee, he stated the allocated share of the local 
interests is $379,000. Is that commission prepared to provide those 
funds? 

Mr. Lane. I understand they are. Back a few years they were 
down here and the chairman of the commission at that time, who has 
since passed away, had excellent knowledge of this whole situation 








because of his years in that position, and at that time they thought 
perhaps they ised | get some f: avor able results here, but it was a little 
late in the session and, like everything else, we did not accomplish too 
much. 


Mr. AnceLi. You may proceed. 

Mr. Lane. I do not desire to encroach upon your valuable time too 
much. I have a statement here and I shall read it to the committee if 
the committee will be kind enough to bear with me just for a minute. 

I hope that the committee will not be misled by the word “beach,’ 
which conjures up thoughts of pleasant loafing in the summertime. 

The restless Atlantic is constantly nibbling at our land frontier and 
during northeast storms its power and its fury are destructive 
Beaches are used for other purposes, such as the ones on the Normandy 
coast, and on every island where our men fought their way to landings 
throughout the Pacific. 

Confining ourselves to the day in and day out erosion, it may be 
best to start off with a comment from the Bureau of the Budget. which 
has been mentioned ably and well by the previous speaker, Colonel 
Allen, from the Corps of F1 ngineers in his statement, and it is very 
difficult for me to enlarge upon what he has already stated to you here 
this morning: but in a letter of Apr il 26, 1951, addressed to the Sec- 
retary of the Army, the Bureau of the Budget stated, and I want to 
quote the words: 

It therefore appears that the project (Lynn-Nahant Beach) is economically 
justified and ths it the proposed Federal participation to the extent of one-third 


of the construction cost meets the requirement of Public Law 727, 79th Congress. 
On this basis, I am authorized by the Director of the Budget to advise you that 
there would be no objection to the submisison of the report to Congress. 

The one referred to in the report is also detailed in Document No. 
134 of the House of Representatives, 82d Coneress, Ist session. This 
is a continuous beach comprising King’s Beach reservation in the town 
of Swampscott, Lynn shore reservation in the city of Lynn, and Nahant 
Beach Parkway in the town of Nahant, all in Essex County, Mass. 
The beach is 714 miles north of the main entrance channel to Boston 
Harbor and 9 miles northeast of the city of Boston. 

: vy? n-Nahant Beach is paralleled for its entire length by excellent 
public highways which are separate from the beach proper by public 
walks and promenades. The only road to Nahant traverses the tom 
bolo. The drive along the Lynn and Swampscott sections is part of 
a State highway route and, as I said previously, maintained by the 
metropolitan district commisison, as I unde rstand it. The entire area 
is connected by excellent roads to all sections of the towns and to the 
principal traffic arteries of metropolitan Boston. Free public park- 
ing is provided for the entire length of the beach by parking areas 
and roadside parking. All parts of the beach are open without charge 
to the public. The mainland area is developed as a very fine park 
with concrete promenades and lawns in back of the seawall and at 
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level partially below that of the highway. That seawall has also been 
men itioned by the col me |. The tombolo area 1S de ve lope »(] as a picnic 
area with free fireplaces, playgrounds, and bathing facilities. The 
bathhouse has accommodations for 3.000 people, with a charge of 25 
cents being made for its use. Dailv attendance at the beach in season 
averages 10,000 people with maximum attendance being 15,000 people. 
The usability of the beach is not impaired by water pollution that 
would endanger the health of bathers. We do not have that problem 
there. 

One benefiit of a project would be to save the $14,000 that has to 
be spent every vear to rep: ir direct damages caused by erosion, 

Another bene ft, in terms of increased patronage of the beach, and 
of increased valuation of private property due to improvement of the 
i ach, is evaluated at $27,720. Bear in mind that all property subject 

» damage is publicly owned, comprising the metropolitan district 
commission’s reservation and the Nahant Road. While protection 
form storm and wave attack will increase its value, its public owner- 
ship will be rekainel and no return on the increased value can be 
realized. Hence no benefit is evaluated for this item, even though it 
leads to indirect benefits. 

The inundation of the Nahant tombolo results in the complete isola- 
tion of the town of Nahant, population over 1800. If the dunes are 
allowed to be lost, storm waves will roll over the tombolo and sweep 
the beach materials into Lynn Harbor. The material could be periodi- 
cally reclaimed by hydraulic dredging, but such a project would be 
of considerable cost and would probably not provide as satisfactory 
a beach as prese ntly exists. Materials washed into the harbor would 
also shoal the channel of the Federal project which is adjacent to the 
tombolo. The isolation of the entire town of Nahant—and that is 
because it has only this one highway along the waterfront to go to that 
little town—at anytime creates serious problems of public welfare, 
since any emergency aid and relief required by a public diaster cannot 
be given by neighboring communities. The inundation of the single 
road for a short period can cause the loss of life or sick or injured per- 
sons who require emergency treatment in the n ajor metropolit: in 
hospitals. Should such isolation oceur during a war period, national 
security would be imperiled, since access to major coast defense nosi- 
tions would be cut off. Intangible benefits of this type derived from 
the maintenance of the tombolo, while not susceptible to direct evalu- 
ation, are real and important benefits. 

The average annual carrying charge is estimated to be $28,000. The 
average annual benefits which have been evaluated are $41.770. The 
ratio of benefits to cost is 1.5 to 1. 

The total annual benefits to accrue from the project, evaluated and 
nonevaluated,. are deemed to have a much greater ratio to the annual 
estimated carrying charges for the work than the factual ratio of 
1.5 tol. 

Federal participation in the amount of one-third of the first cost 
is estimated at $154,670. Average annual benefits are estimated at 
$41,770 of which $37,300 is general and public in character, and $4,470 
is to pr iv: ately owned property. The Federal Government’s share of 
the average annual carrying charges of $28,000 is $6.690. Responsible 
local interests, among other conditions, agree to assure maintenance 
of the improvements during their useful life. 
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Mr. Chairman, I think you have had sufficient from the colonel as 
to the need of this and I do not want to prolong the committee’s hear- 
ing, but I think for the foregoing reasons and because the insurance 
cost of this project is relatively small, I sincerely ask that the erosion 
control program for the Lynn-Nahant Beach area be approved and 
included in the omnibus river and harbor bill, if that is the procedure 
of this committee. 

Mr. Anceii. Congressman Lane, the committee wants to thank you 
for your comprehensive and very factual report. 

May I ask what is the population of Lynn ? 

Mr. Lanz. The population of Lynn has just dropped below 100,000. 
It went up over 100,000 until the last census, and now we are in the 
vicinity of 98,000 or 99,000. 

Mr. Ancett. What isthe population of Nahant? 

Mr. Lane. I think it is around 2,500 people; it is a small town. 

Mr. Aneect. Where are they located with reference to this im- 
provement ¢ 


Mr. Lane. Right here [indicating]. This is the end of it at 
Swampscott, going toward New Hampshire and Maine. Swamp- 

‘ott is a small town. This is Lynn Harbor all along here [indicat- 
ing]. Nahant is right down here [indicating], and there is a high- 
way all along here [indicating] 

Mr. Becker. Colonel, why is it with all of these maps you turn 
these maps around and make them always face the op posite way 4 

Colonel ALLEN. This is north and this is south [indicating], which 


is the conventio1 al map orie? t ition. 

Mr. Becker. That is north and south all right, but this beach on 
the Atlantic Ocean, to my way of thinking, is on the east. 

Colonel Atuen. It is. This is the Atlantic Ocean: this is the har- 
bor; Nahant Bay is an indentation by the Atlantic Ocean to the east. 

Mr. Becker. I thought Lynn was on the mainland. 

Colonel Atten. The mainland is here and this is the tombolo which 
joins Nahant, Little Nahant, and Big Nahant Islands. They were 
once islands in geologic history. 

Mr. Bec KER. Then I misunderstood what the Congressman pointed 
out, Nahant being on the east side rather than the west side. 

Colonel Auten. No, sir: this is the Atlantic Ocean here [indi- 
cating |. 

Mr. Becker. Where is Nahant on that other map? 

Colonel Auten. Little Nahant is here; Big Nahant is here [indi- 

‘ating |. Lynn is here, Swampscott is here, with the mainland still 
bei ing behind L ynn Harbor. 

Mr. Becker. I know on the maps we had up yesterday they had 
been placed in al 1 Opposl te posit on to the small map in the corner. 
This one apparent ly is not. 

Colonel ALLEN. This is not guilty of that. 

Mr. Ancexx. Will you point out on the smaller map up in the cor- 
ner where the various c¢ ities are located ? 

Colonel Auten. Yes, sir. Going toward New Hampshire, we have 
the Lynn area here and this project is between Lynn and Nahant 
Island. 

Mr. Angett. And Lynn is nearly above it ? 

Colonel ALLEN. Yes, sir. 
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Mr. Lane. May I say to the committee that the population of 
Nahant is 1,800. 

Mr. Avcuincioss. Are the recreational facilities located on Nahant 
Island shown on this strip ? 

Colonel Atiten. We will get that in the next project that the com- 
mittee is going tohear. It is Revere Beach. 

Mr. Lane. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the com- 
mittee. 

Mr. Anoetn. Thank you again. 

Are there any further witnesses on this project? If not, and there 
are any statements which you wish to submit in favor of this project, 
they may be submitted, and we will incorporate them in the record. 

That will conclude the hearing on this project. 


Revere Bracu, Mass. 


Mr. Ancetu. The next project listed for hearing of the committee 
is Revers Beach, Mass. 

Colonel Allen, the committee will be glad to hear you on this 
project. 

Colonel Atiten. Mr. Chairman, the authority for the study on 
Revere Beach is contained in the same legislation I discussed with 
respect to Lynn-Nahant, in the River and Harbor Act of 1930. 

Mr. Ancru.. Before you proceed further, will you advise the com- 
mittee where it is located with reference to the project for which we 
just completed the hearing ? 

Colonel ALLEN. Revere Beach area is to the west or inshore from 
the area we have previously been discussing. 

Mr. AnGeLL. How far distant ? 

Colonel ALLEN. Just across the bay, a distance of about 3 miles, 
514 miles north of Boston. It is a little closer to Boston than the 
other. 

The cooperating agency is the Metropolitan District Commission of 
the Commonwealth of Massachusetts. The cost of this project was 
equally borne by the Federal Government and the State of Massachu- 
setts, eae each, for a total cost of $4,000. 

Revere Beach is the name given to this area from here north [indi- 
cating]. It was formed originally by removal of materials from this 
area [indicating] and extended out towards the Saugus River in the 
conventional spit or barrier beach formation. ‘This was originally a 
headland and the eroded material from here [indicating] gradually 
built up the spit out to Pines Point. 

Again, as in the case of Ly nn-Nahant, there were constructed sea- 
walls and protective devices to protect the shore from the sea, with 
the result there is now scanty or an inadequate amount of material 
to keep Revere Beach nour ished. Sand has been eroded from Revere 
Beach so that coarse material is now exposed which is detrimental to 
use of the beach for recreation. 

The recommendation of the division engineer, concurred in by both 
the Beach Erosion Board and the Chief of Engineers, is simply a sand 
replacement project with no structures of any sort. It provides for 
the replacement of the sand fill in the problem area from this point to 
this point [indice ating], which will have the feature of restoring a 
suitable recreation beach for the metropolitan area of Boston. It will 
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provide protection from overwash and consequent damage to struc- 
tures that have previously been built. 

No structures are included in this program, because there is rela- 
tively little movement of sand al long all of Revere Beach area. Meas- 
urements have bee n te aken which indicate reversals of the direction of 
drift. Part of the time the material moves in this direction, and at 
other times the material hasa tendency to return. 

I think vou can appreciate from the location of the Nahant Islands 
and Beach with respect to the Revere Beach area that they afford 
considerable protection from direct attack from storms from the 
northeast. However, storm waves are refracted around Big Nahant 
and have a tendency to move the material to the north to some extent. 
The total estimated cost of this project (September 1953 prices) 
$1,208,750, of which one-third, or $402,900, can be borne by the 
Federal Government under the policy of Public Law 727. 

The entire owne rship of the problem area is public. 

The annual charges of the project to the sad ‘ederal participants 
was $43,670, of which $11,560 is maintenance. 

The benefit to cost ratio of the project is 5.3 

The Commonwealth of Massachusetts concurred in the findings of 
the report. The Bureau of the Budget concludes that the project is 

economically justified and it has no objection to the submission of the 
report to Congress. 

The same questions were raised that I mentioned previously with 
respect to the method of computing recreational benefits. However, 
the method now used is substantially the method used in this report. 

Mr. Anceii. What did you say the total cost was ? 

Colonel AtteN. The estimated cost is $1,208,750. 

Mr. Ancextu. And the local interests are prepared to provide the 
two-thirds of the cost, the same as in the case of the other project we 
were considering / 

Colonel Auten. The local interests would have to provide their 
share of $805,850. 

Mr. Aucuincioss. May I ask if there is what you call a material 
flow up and down this beach ? 

Colonel Auten. There is a reversal of the drift. There is no perma- 
nent northward drift or southward drift in this area. 

Mr. Becker. When you say that the drift is sometimes north and 
sometimes south, according to the time of the year, how much of the 
beach is eroded by this drift? If you have it going to the north and 
then coming to the south again, is it not just a replacement? : 

Colonel Atten. It is the same material which is kept constantly in 
motion. And as is true of all beaches, the finer material gradually 
works out into the deeper water. 

You are probably referring to the fact this was built up of material 
eroded from the headland, but since this was built up here [indicating], 
there has been constructed down in this area [indicating] a breakwater 
which effectively prevents a continued supply. The motion of the ma- 
terial is from south to north now, but the material that is in motion 
here now is substantially the same material year after year. There is 
very little new ms aterial which comes into the area from the outside. 

Mr. Becxer. When it is taken, for example, from the lower end 
and drifts up to the north end, how much of the beach frontage is lost 
by that ? 
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Colonel Auten. Our readings over the last few years indicate there 
is relatively little material completely lost from the beach. 

Mr. Brecker. What is going to be accomplished, then, by this 
project ¢ 

Colonel Auten. We are proposing restoration of the beach by re- 
placing material which nature has taken away over many years. We 
are proposing the covering up of stones which are now exposed by 
reason of finer material having been taken away. The restored beach 
will also have the effect of a wave dissipator, to protect the walls and 
highway from the waves. 

Mr. Neat. I notice your estimate of annual charges, and inasmuch 
as you are replacing or rebuilding the beach, do you think the annual 
charges are rather high ? 

Colonel Auten. The annual charges which are to be borne by the 
local agencies, that is the maintenance charges, will be the cost of 
replacing sands which are carried out to deep water by wave action. 

Mr. Nrau. I believe you said the Federal participation would be in 
the neighborhood of $11,000? 

Colonel Aten. There is no Federal participation in maintenance. 

Mr. Ancett. What is the length of that beach shown on the map ? 

Colonel ALLEN. 13,700 feet. 

Mr. Anceti. And the improvement consists entirely of replacing 
the sand, building up the sand ? 

Colonel ALLEN. Yes, sir; there are no structures. 

Mr. Ancett. From where would the sands be obtained ? 

Colonel Atten. They are exploring that now. Incidentally, the 
plans and specifications for this work have been submitted to the 
Chief of Engineers by the metropolitan district Commission. They 
are proceeding to carry out the initial portion of this work this 
summer with the funds they have, and they are conducting explora- 
tions and borings right now with respect to the source of material] 
they hope to be able to get for the operation. Up in this area of the 
Saugus River and Lynn Harbor, there is generally too high a per- 
centage of clay and fine material, which would be unsuitable. 

Mr. AnceLit. Which would be carried off of that project, or slosh 
out. 

Colonel Auten. They are planning to do it by hydraulic dredging, 
and pumping it up from the offshore bottom. 

Mr. Ancriu. The light shaded green portion is the part to be re- 
placed ? 

Colonel AtLEN. That is right. 

Mr. Ancett. What is the nature of the improvements on the shore- 
side? 

Colonel Aten. There is a line of seawalls and bulkheads which 
have been built over a period of years by various agencies. 

Mr. Angew. Is that immediately in front of the Revere Beach 
area ? 

Colonel Auten. Yes, sir, immediately in front of the beachhouses 
and the highway which goes right along there. 

Mr. Ancewu. As a result, the city development is next to that? 

Colonel Auten. Yes, sir. The city development is in the rear— 
the metropolitan community. 

Mr. Anoeti. And that is valuable land which is developed for 


building ? 
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Colonel ALLEN. Yes, sir; in the town of Revere. 

Mr. Anceii. All the way along. 

Colonel ALLEN. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Avcuinctoss. Is not Revere Beach a part of Boston? 

Mr. Lane. No, it is not. 

Colonel Atten. The development is continuous from Roughans 
Point right up to Point of Pines. 

Mr. Aucuinctoss. Colonel, you say this improvement requires the 
pumping of sand. Are you planning there on trying to impound the 
sand ? 

Colonel Atten. No, sir, we are not, Mr. Auchincloss, because there 
is a very small annual loss. We do not anticipate great losses as com- 
pared to losses on other projects. The sand may shift from one end 
to the other during the year, but we do not anticipate any great loss 
either out to deep water or off to the south. 

Mr. Ancett. What is the variation of the tide? 

Colonel AttEeN. Nine feet is the mean range of the tide at Revere 
Beach. 

Mr. Anceu. Is there a heavy surf on the beach along that shore? 

Colonel ALLen. Yes, but the surf that comes in is refracted around 
Big Nahant, and also the shore, of course, is open to the direct action 
of severe storms. 

Mr. Anceti. Why would not that surf take the sand right out again 
after you place it in there ? 

Colonel Auten. It will move along the beach, but after the beach 
gets its initial profile adjustment after it is pumped we do not antici- 
pate that there will be a great loss from the problem area. 

Mr. Ancriy. Now, Mr. Lane, the committee will be glad to hear 
from you, again. 

Mr. Lane. Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee on Public 
Works, may I again thank the committee for this opportunity to speak 

this morning in reference to this Revere Beach project. 

In order that the committee may understand it fully, Mr. Chairman, 
may I state that here [indicating] is a highway maintained by the 
metropolitan district commission which goes along in the rear of this 
beach and the city of Revere is behind that highway. 

Along this highway on one side is the metropolitan district com- 
mission bathhouse, police department, and one thing and another that 
maintains this Beach Freeway there, and across the street from the 
metropolitan district commisison’s reservation office, police depart- 
ment, bathhouse, and all those things is this beach area, and there are 
no buildings on that side. In other words, the highway is in front of 
this reservation office | indicating], and along here are all of the various 
concessions, similar, Mr. Chairman, to Coney Island that Mr. 
Auchincloss spoke about. 

For the purpose of allowing the people who are going to the bath- 
house to change clothes and one thing and another there is a tunnel 
going underneath this highway so that they do not have to cross the 
thoroughfare because there is a great deal of traffic going back and 
forth along that waterfront as it affords an excellent view of the ocean 
and the beach. Across the street from these concessions where the 
metropolitan district commission has their offices, the bathhouse, the 
police department and one thing and another are all of these benches 
and seats and lawns and one thing and another so that people can sit 
out there and then go down the steps to the ocean and enjoy the water. 
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Now, may I say, Mr. Chairman, that there is not much that I can 
add to what the colonel has stated here, but just to repeat again for the 
record, as far back as May 17, 1951, the Secretary of the Army, in his 
report to your committee, the Committee on Public Works, favored 
this project with an estimated participation by the United States to 
the extent of $337,000, or one-third of the first cost. 

Eight months before that the Chief of Engineers of the United 
States Army recommended it after a technical survey. 

On April 26, 1951, the Director of the Bureau of the Budget advised 
that there would be no objection to the submission of this report by 
the Secretary of the Army. 

The metropolitan district commission, which, as I explained in con- 
nection with the previous bill, is a subdivision of the Commonwealth 
of Massachusetts, stated on August 18, 1950, that, and I want to quote 
from their report: 

You may be sure that we are entirely satisfied with the reports on Revere 
Beach, Nantasket Beach, and Lynn-Nahant Beach, Mass., and hope that au- 
thorization will be forthcoming without undue delay. 

The State of Massachusetts will comply with the conditions that: 

It will adopt the aforementioned plan of protection and lmprove- 
ment. 

That it will submit for approval by the Chief of Engineers detailed 
plans and specifications and arrangements for prosecuting the entire 
work pl ior to the commencement of such work. 

The Commonwealth of Massachusetts agrees that it will provide 


] } 
| necessary la 


y isements, and rights of-way for the accomplish- 
ment of the work. 

Satisfactory assurances are on record that it will maintain the pro- 
tective and improvement measures during the usual life thereof as 
may be required to serve their intended purpose. 

That it will hold and save the United States free from all claims 
for damages that may arise either before, during, or after prosecut ion 
of the work. 

That it will assure protection against water pollution that would 
otherwise endanger the health of bathers. 

That public ownership of the beaches and their use for the public 
only, will be maintained. 

In other words, Mr. Chairman, private ownership does not enter 
into this project in any way. 

I believe, Mr. Chairman, that the House Committee on Public Works 
should be informed that Revere is the biggest, best and most popular 
beach north of Boston, and this statement takes in all the United 
States eastern coastline above that metropolis. 

As a recreational attraction it ranks close behind Coney Island, 
Atlantic City, and the more expensive resorts on the Atlantic side of 
Florida. 

It is only 514 miles northeast of the Port of Boston. The shore 
is publicly owned, comprising the metropolitan district commission 
Revere Beach reservation for a length of 3 miles. The daily attend- 
ance during the summer season is estimated at 150,000 to 200,000, and 
the Sunday and holiday attendance, rises to or goes close to the 500,000 
mark. 
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I am not going to rehash the technical details, Mr. Chairman, which 
have already been covered ably and well by the colonel, which amply 
justify this project. 

I believe that the recommendations of the Corps of Engineers, the 
Beach Erosion Control Board, the views of the Bureau of the Budget, 
and of the Secretary of the Army, give Federal endorsement to this 
proposal, 

The case for erosion control at Revere Beach in Massachusetts, i 
presented at length in House Document No. 146, Ist session of the 
8ist Congress. I have heard no substantial opposition to it. 

Therefore, it seems reasonable, Mr. Chairman and members of the 
committee, to ask this committee for its inclusion in the omnibus river 
and harbor bill that will be presented to the Congress for approval. 

Mr. Anceti. Thank you, Congressman Lane. We are honored to 
have had you with us today. 

Mr. Lane. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the com- 
mittee. 

Mr. Ancet. We are honored in having our very distinguished 
chairman, Congressman Dondero, with us, and he has with him as 
visitors Probate Judge Arthur Moore and his family. The committee 
is very happy to have them present to see what goes on in our com- 
mittee this morning. 

Chairman Donpero. I might say, Mr. Chairman, that it has always 
been my great honor to announce both publicly and privately that 
Judge Moore was my law associate in my earlier days. I think from 
him I obtained the inspiration necessary to become a congressman. 

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Anceit. The committee is very glad to have you and your dis- 
tinguished visitors here. 

Mr. Auchincloss, do you have any questions ? 

Mr. Avcuincross. No. 

Mr. Anceii. Mr. Mack, do you have any questions / 

Mr. Mack. No, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Anceti. Mr. Scudder ? 

Mr. Scupper. I have no questions. 

Mr. Ancett. Mr. Oakman ? 

Mr. Oaxman. I did not get the length of Revere Beach. How far 
does this beach extend ? 

Colonel ALLEN. 13,700 feet. 

Mr. Lanr. May I say, Mr. Chairman, that there will be a retroactive 
feature to this proposal because I think it has been necessary for the 
metropolitan district commission to do something in reference to this 
project. They have already had a start on it, as I understand it. They 
have been down here a number of times before the committee, and I 
guess there have been many, many conferences with the engineers 
about the reasonableness of this project. 

Mr. Becker. Is this a profitable venture in the renting and leasing 
of concessions and the use of the bathhouse, and so forth ? 

Mr. Lane. May I say that the concessions themselves are privately 
owned, that is, that the metropolitan district commission building 
only takes in one part of the area along that highway, and the rest of 
these concessions, of course, are owned by individuals. Of course, as 
the engineer has stated, all this behind here [indicating] is the city of 
Revere. The city of Revere comes right up to that highway there 
[indicating on the map], and part of this property in here [indicating] 
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is owned by the metropoktan district commission where they main 
tain all of their equipment for highway purposes, trucks, vehicles, 
and plowing equipment and one thing and another. Besides that 
there is the police department, and then, of course, they have this 


bathing house where people go in and rent their bathing suits and 


one thing and another, eae you have the highway out along the 
waterfront. but on both sides of this proper ty which is owned by the 
metropolitan district commission are these concessions, all along that 
highway, but only on one side. The highway itself is in front of all 


of these concessions, and then in front of the highway is the beach. 
So, there is nothing along the highway on this side at all here [indi 
cal ing |. So. these people hay ing these concessions here look out onto 
the ocean. 

Mr. AnGeii. Are those concessions which are on the property owned 
by the commission ¢ 

Mr. Lane. No, sir, they are not owned by the commission. 

Mr. Becker. That is, they are on privately owned property / 

Mr. Lane. Yes, they are on privately owned property. 

Mr. Becker. They pay land taxes to the State or the city of Revere 
which ? 

Mr. Lane. I assume that they pay taxes to the city of Revere, be 

cause Revere, in turn, pays a proportion: ite part of the expense of 
the metropolitan district commission, 

Mr. Neat. It is only a seasonal affair. The cost of a ation is 
probably not balanced by the receipts. In other words, it is more 
of an expense to the city of Revere and the metropolitan dist rict com 
mission than it isa profit. 

Mr. Lanr. Not so much to the city of Revere except as to water 
service, fire service, and so forth, but mostly to the metropolitan dis 
trict commission which has the maintenance of that highw: ay along 
there and, of course, the ocean front, and all of those park benches 
and one thing and another I suppose in the off-season must be stored 
and maintained. 

Mr. Becker. When you refer to local charges do you, in that con 
nection, refer to the city of Revere or the commission ¢ 

Mr. Lane. No, I am referring to the metropolitan district com 
mission. 

Mr. Becker. In other words, the metropolitan district commission 
will bear this expense / 

Mr. Lane. That is right. As far as this project is concerned, which 
is out here on this side of the highway along the waterfront. [| indi- 
cating | that is all borne by the metropolitan district commission. 

Mr. Becker. From where will they get the return of the two-thirds 
of the cost they will bear ? 

Mr. Lane. The metropolitan district commission ¢ 

Mr. Becker. Yes. 

Mr. Lane. As I said in the hearing on the other bill, the metropoli 
tan district commission derives their money from the cities and towns 
which make up the metropolitan district commission, and the metro 
politan district commission is a commission set up by the Legislature 
of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts, and it takes in an area around 
the city of Boston, not just the city of Boston alone, because it goes 
down to the south there, and we are talking here about part of the 
north shore, north of Boston, and the metropolitan district commis 
sion is made up of a number of cities and towns around Greater Bos- 
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ton, and in fact it does go inland to another section of the Common- 
wealth of Massachusetts, which is not of interest to the committee at 
the moment. cae 

The metropolitan district commission takes in the city of Revere. 
It takes in Lynn, Nahant, and the other places spa were talking about, 
and the small town of Swampscott is part of Essex County. Revere 
Beach is only the beach part of Revere and that is part of Suffolk, 
which is the county in which the city of Boston is located. The county 
of Suffolk is made up of the city of Boston, the city of Revere, the 
town of Winthrop, and the city of Chelsea, Mass. 

Mr. Becker. Does the operation of the recreational area of the 
metropolitan district commission show a profit to it? I am talking 
about these recreational areas. 

Mr. Lane. No, Mr. Becker, I would say that it is one of those 
expenses that the Commonwealth maintains, I suppose, to give the 
public a chance and an opportunity to enjoy the playground system 
of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts, the beaches and all of those 


places. I imagine it operates at a deficit all the time. In other words, 
it has to be levied back on these cities and towns. They do derive 
something, I : ippose, from some of these benefits, but ] should say that 
whatever they get is not too much. 

Mr. Becxer. The benefits are all indirect? 

Mr. Lane. That is right. That is very, very true. 

Mr. ANGELL. It is in the nature of a public service ? 

Mr. Lane. Yes, that is right. You know, in and around Boston 


there are no places for the people to bathe. The port of Boston is 
taken up with navigation, and you cannot go bathing around there. 
There are no bathing facilities there and the people of Boston come out 
here to Revere, and that is why, as I stated in my statement, on a 
Sunday it looks like Coney Island, there are so many thousands and 
thousands of people there, not just people there from the city of 
Revere but from all around Greater Boston. That is the only chance 
they have to go to what we might say is kind of a cheap place for the 
youngsters in order that they might enjoy bathing in the summertime. 

Mr. Ancetu. Are there any further questions of Congressman 
Lane? 

Thank you very much, Congressman Lane. The committee is very 
happy to have had you with us. 

Mr. Lane. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the com- 
mittee. 

Mr. Ancext. Are there any further questions from Congressman 
Lane? 

If not the chairman will state that the letter placed in evidence here 
on the Lynn-Nahant Beach project from Senator Saltonstall will apply 
to this project, and it will be considered in connection with it. 

Without objection the statement on Nahant Beach will also be 
received on this project and made a part of the record. 

Mr. Lane. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

(The letter referred to is found on p. 52.) 

Mr. Ancett. The Subcommittee on Rivers and Harbors will ad- 
journ until 10 a. m., Wednesday, April 7. 

(Thereupon, at 11:25 a. m., the subcommittee adjourned until 
Wednesday, April 7, 1954, at 10 a. m.) 
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WEDNESDAY, APRIL 7, 1954 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SvuBCOMMITTEE ON Rivers AND Harpors OF THE 
CoMMITTEE ON Pusitic Works, 
Washington, D. C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to adjournment, at 10 a. m., in 
room 1302, New House Office Building, Hon. Homer D. Angell (chair- 
man of the subcommittee) presiding. 

Mr. AncetL. The committee will come to order. The committee 
will first take up the Hampton Beach, N. H., beach erosion control 
study, which is contained in House Document 325, 83d Congress, 
2d session. This is a project in which our colleague, Congressman 
Merrow, is interested, and he is here at this time. 


Hampron Bracu, N. H. 


Congressman, if it is agreeable to you, we will hear the Army 
engineer first. 

Mr. Merrow. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Ancett. Colonel Allen, the committee will be glad to hear 
you at this time. 


STATEMENT OF COL. J. U. ALLEN, CORPS OF ENGINEERS, UNITED 
STATES ARMY—Resumed 


Colonel Atten. Mr. Chairman, the authority for this report is con- 
tained in the River and Harbor Act of 1930, as amended and sup- 
plemented, which provides for cooperative studies between the Fed- 
eral Government and local agencies. 

The cost of this study was $4,000, borne equally by the Federal 
Government and the State of New Hampshire. The State of New 
Hampshire initiated the request for the cooperative study through 
the division engineer; such study was carried out by the division 
engineer. The division engineer has made his report and the Beach 
Erosion Board has approved, and the Chief of Engineers concurred 
in the findings of the report. 

Hampton, '‘N. H., is located in the southeastern part of New Hamp- 
shire between Maine and Massachusetts. It is primarily a recreational 
area in the vicinity of Hampton Harbor. 

The main problem which faced the local agency was a deficiency 
of beach material in the area north of the entrance to Hampton 


Harbor. 
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In the past that material has been supplied to the beach to the 
south by the erosion of a headland known as Great Boars Head. With 
the continued erosion of Great Boars Head, the shore is covered with 
boulders and cobbles and the material available for the nourishment 
of Hampton Beach has been reduced. 

The plan for Hampto1 Beach is a simple one, and consists mainly 
of restoring the sand in front of Hampton Beach to provide a recrea 
tional area, and to provide a protective beach for the seawall and 
highway behind the beach. The cost of this project is $420,000. 

Since the entire pro blem area is pub lic ly owned, the full one-third 
share of Federal participation can be applied, which will put the 
aed Federal cost at $140,000. 

The local] agency, in addition to contributing the balance of $280,000 
for the first cost, must agree to the usual “hold and save” provisions, to 
adopt the plan and to maintain the project. Their annual charges are 
$32,570, of which $22,700 is the annual maintenance charge. 

The benefit-cost ratio of the project is determined to be 1.7. 

The Governor of New Hampshire concurs in the findings, and states 
that New Hampshire desires the implementation of the project and 
is prepared to provide its share of the funds as soon as the Federal 
appropriation becomes available, and he has directed that assurances 
be provided to the Chief of Engineers with respect to their local 
cooperation. 

The Bureau of the Budget has no objection to the submission of the 
report to the Congress, but makes no commitment with respect to 
appropriation. 

Mr. Ancetu. It is all public property that is to be protected by this 
improvement ? 

Colonel Aten. Yes, sir; it is all public property. 

Mr. AnceLy. What type of public property is it? 

Colonel ALLEN. It is owned by the State of New Hampshire. 

Mr. Ancetu. To what use is it put? 

Colonel ALLeNn. It is primarily the recreational beach area and the 
State highway behind the beach. The beach, in addition to providing 
recreation, will provide care: tion from storm action against the exist- 
ing seawall and protect the build-up area in the rear. 

Mr. Ance.t. Is it immediately in front of a built-up residential 
area ? 

Colonel ALLEN. Yes, sir; you see the residential and resort built-up 
area here [indicating on map|]. 

Mr. Anceti. Has any work been done on it already ? 

Colonel ALLEN. No, sir; not to my knowledge. 

Mr. Ancetx. Mr. Mack, do you have any questions? 

Mr. Mack. No; I have no questions, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Ancetw. Mr. Fallon. 

Mr. Fation. Colonel, what type of construction will be done up 
there to preserve this beach, or build it up? Will it just consist of fill? 

Colonel ALLEN. It is jus st fill: yes, sir. The amount of material re- 
quired for maintenance is relatively small, compared to some of the 
other projects that we have had. It is felt a more economical solution 
of the problem is to replace the material artificially as it is lost from 
the beach than to build structures to hold it. Sufficient material is 
available in Hampton Harbor, and so we have a good source of mate- 
rial to periodically replace sand on the beach. 
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Mr. Ancert. Are there any further questions by the members of 
the committee? If not, Colonel, we thank you. 

As I said a moment ago, this project is in the district of our col- 
league, Congressman Merrow, the First District of New Hampshire, 
who is naturally very much interested in it. 

We will be very glad to hear you at this time, Congressman Merrow, 
and you may ¢ all any witnesses you have present in the order in which 
you desire to call them. 

It is my understanding that this is a project that our committee 
visited last year; is it not? 


STATEMENT OF HON. CHESTER EARL MERROW, A REPRESENTA- 
TIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF NEW HAMPSHIRE 


Mr. Merrow. Yes, sir; that is correct, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. AncELL. We had an opportunity to visit it, and I recall quite 
distinctly the situation there, and the condition around it. 

Mr. Merrow. Yes, sir; that is correct, Mr. Chairman. 

I want to express my appreciation to you and the members of the 
committee for allowing us to appear here this morning in connection 
with this beach erosion control study. 

There are several people here who came down from Hampton to 
say a word on this project. 

I also want to express my apprec iation to you and the members of 
the Public Works Committee for visiting New Hampshire last year 
and viewing Hampton Beach and the other harbors in New Hamp- 
shire. I recall that you and Mr. Fallon, who is here this morning, 
were in New Hampshire last summer, and we greatly appreciate your 
visit, and we hope you will come back again. 

Mr. Fation. That was the time when you had that very unusual 
weather. 

Mr. Merrow. Yes, that was when we had very unusual weather 
for New Hampshire, and we hope it does not happen again when you 
come back. 

Mr. Anceti. May I say, on behalf of myself and the committee, 
that we certainly enjoyed ourselves in New Hampshire when we were 
cool enough. We had a delightful time in that area. 

Mr. Merrow. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. You did honor to our 
State to come up and visit the harbors we have and our short coast- 
iine. 

Colonel Allen has presented the facts in reference to this matter, 
In a booklet that was prepared for the committee when if was in 
New Hampshire by the Corps of Engineers, on ports and harbors of 
the New England division, the facts were presented to the com- 
mittee and, as the colonel has said, the report on the Hampton Beach 
erosion control project. was favorable. The Federal Government has 
recommended that it should bear a cost of $140,000 for this project. 

Now, I would like to point out, and I will read a sentence from this 
report: 

The State of New Hampshire, in the 1953 session of its legislature, authorized 
a $1,275,000 program for improvement of the shore at Hampton, north and south 


of Great Boars Head, by extension of the seawall and revetment, in connection 
with planned boulevard and parking improvements. 
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Now. that is a sizable amount for the State of New Hampshire, but 
the State program is made contingent upon the adoption of a project 
by the United States for the protection of the beach. So, in that 
contingency, Mr. Chairman, we are very much interested, and we are 
very hopeful that it will be possible to get this authorization so that 
the work may go ahead. , ; 

With just these few remarks I would like to introduce the people 
who are here this morning to speak in behalf of this project. The 
first one I will call upon is Mr. Frederick M. Auer, who is planning 
engineer of the New Hampshire Department of Public Works and 
Highways, and who is representing this morning the Governor, Hugh 
Gregg. 


Mr. Auer. 


STATEMENT OF FREDERICK M. AUER, PLANNING ENGINEER, NEW 
HAMPSHIRE DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS AND HIGHWAYS, 


CONCORD, N. H., REPRESENTING THE GOVERNOR OF NEW HAMP- 
SHIRE, HON. HUGH GREGG 


Mr. AnGetL. Will you please state your full name and your title 
so that the reporter may get it in the record ¢ 

Mr. Aver. My name is Frederick M. Auer. I am planning engi- 
neer of the New Hampshire Department of Public Works and High- 
ways, Concord, N. H. I represent Gov. Hugh Gregg who is unable 
to be present because of a special session of the New Hampshire Leg- 
islature, and who earnestly requests that this committee give favorable 
consideration to the Hampton Beach erosion control project that 
has been recommended by the division engineer, Corps of Engineers, 
United States Army, New England Division, Boston, Mass. 

The 1953 session of the New Hampshire Legislature authorized the 
sum of $1,275,000 for the construction of seawalls or other structures 
for seacoast protection at Hampton Beach but provided that the ex- 
penditure of this sum was dependent on the adoption of a Federal beach 
erosion control project. In addition to the seawalls, but contingent 
on their construction, the department of public works and highways 
has proposed extensive highway improvements from the Hampton 
Beach business district to the existing seawall at North Beach. The 
highway construction will involve a considerable amount of fill ma- 
terial and it will be necessary to fill the area between the highway and 
the seawalls where it is proposed to have parking areas that are 
greatly needed at Hampton Beach. This fill material can come from 
the same source as the sand fill for beach restoration and will benefit 
all operations. The department of public works and highways will be 
responsible for the design and construction of all projects and will 
be able to coordinate all phases of the work and secure maximum 
results from the expenditure of the available funds for beach erosion 
control, seawall construction, parking areas, and highway improve- 
ment. 

We are in accord with the report of the division engineer, Corps of 
Engineers, United States Army, dated August 14, 1953. Past and 
present conditions have been accurately presented. We feel that the 
proposed project is practical. We are, of course, pleased that the 
division engineer has recommended Federal participation for one- 
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third of the cost and are ready to make the State share available on 
a of the project. 

fampton Beach is of considerable importance to the recreational 
business in New Hampshire. It serves large numbers of people on a 
daily basis as well as those that stay for a longer period of time and 
we are naturally concerned over any situation that would make the 
area less attractive or reduce its capacity for handling the visitors 
that are attracted by its facilities. 

The beach itself is the major attraction and we believe its restora- 
tion and preservation is of prime importance. We therefore respec- 
tively request your serious consideration of the proposed Hampton 
Beach erosion control project. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Anceti. Thank you, Mr. Auer. 

Mr. Mack, do you have any questions? 

Mr. Mack. I have no questions, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Anocetyt. Mr, Fallon? 

Mr. Fation. No. 

Mr. Ancreti. Mr. Becker? 

Mr. Becker. No, thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Ancett. Thank you, Mr. Auer. 

I see we have our distinguished colleague, Mr. Cotton, here with us. 
If he wants to be heard on this project the committee would be very 
glad to hear from him. 


STATEMENT OF HON. NORRIS COTTON, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF NEW HAMPSHIRE 


Mr. Corron. I do not want to be heard this morning, Mr. Chairman. 
I came over here because I was interested in this project, and I would 
like to say “Amen” to whatever my colleague says. Other than that 
I do not want to be heard. 

Mr. Anceti. The committee will be very glad to hear you or to 
have you place a statement in the record later if you desire to do so. 

Mr. Corron. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. AnceLt. You may proceed, Congressman Merrow. 

Mr. Merrow. Our next witness is Mr. Alvin F. Redden, executive 
secretary of the New Hampshire Seacoast Regional Development 
Association. 

Mr. Ancett. Mr. Redden, the committee will be glad to hear you. 


STATEMENT OF ALVIN F. REDDEN, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY, NEW 
HAMPSHIRE SEACOAST REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Reppen. Mr. Chairman, I want to express the appreciation of 
the people, particularly of Hampton Beach and the people of the 
tad seacoast region for the visit that the members of this com- 
mittee made last summer. We enjoyed it as much as we think you 
did. We tried to give you a warm reception, and the weather got 
ahead of us and you : hada hot time. 

I have a very brief statement here which is signed by Dean B. 
Merrill, who is a representative in the New Hampshire Legislature 
and introduced the legislation that the State has adopted. It is also 
signed by Donald Ring, who is a representative in the legislature, and 
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both are from Hampton. It is also signed by Lawrence Hackett, who 
is a selectman of the town of Hampton; Charles F. Butler, commis- 
sioner of Hampton Beach Village District; Ray L. Goding, president 
of the Hampton Beach Chamber of Commerce; and by myself, execu- 
tive secretary of the New Hampshire Seacoast Regional Development 
Association. 

That is the extent of it, Mr. Chairman. Perhaps you do not want 
it read. / 

Mr. ANGeEtL. It is very short. You may read it if you desire to 
do SO. 

Mr. Reppen. All right. This is addressed to Hon. Homer D. 
Angell, chairman, and members of the Subcommittee on Rivers and 
Harbors, Public Works Committee, United States House of 
Representatives: 

We respectfully urge your favorable consideration of the request of the State 
of New Hampshire for Federal assistance for correction of damage and protec- 
tion against erosion at Hampton Beach, N. H., under the policy stated in Public 
Law 727, 79th Congress, chapter 960, 2d session (H. R. 2033). 

Hampton Beach is very important to the economy of the State of New Hanp- 
shire, the town of Hampton, and the seacoast region of which it is a part, in 
that it is the only commercial beach in the State and the greatest resort center 
of the State and it is located in the fastest growing area of the State. It is 
important to the people of other States because it is attractive, well-managed, 
and is conveniently reached. 

The erosion problem is extremely serious in its detrimental effect on the 
economy and progress of this popular resort and the whole region. 

Reports of cooperative studies submitted by the Corps of Engineers, United 
States Army, justify the project and recommend Federal participation with the 
State of New Hampshire, which has enacted legislation authorizing an expen- 
diture of $1,275,000 for constructionn of shore protective works and correction 
of damage caused by erosion in the area 

We believe the request for this comparatively small amount, $140,000, as 
Federal assistance to be reasonable and proper. 

Mr. AnceLL. Thank you, sir. 

Are there any questions of the witness by the members of the com- 
mittee? If not, we thank you very much, sir. 

Mr. Reppen. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the 
committee. 

Mr. Merrow. Mr. Chairman, we also have with us today Mr. 
Lawrence C. Hackett, a member of the board of selectmen of the town 
of Hampton, who would like to be heard. 


STATEMENT OF LAWRENCE C. HACKETT, SELECTMAN, TOWN OF 
HAMPTON, N. H. 


Mr. Ancexy. Mr. Hackett, the committee will be very glad to hear 
you. 

Mr. Hackerr. Thank you. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am Lawrence C. 
Hackett, a selectman of the town of Hampton, N. H., of which Hamp- 
ton Beach is a part. 

We have about 1734 miles of seacoast in New Hampshire, of which 
Hampton has 6 miles. 

I do not wish to take up the time of this committee unnecessarily. 
I feel that Mr. Auer, the State engineer, has covered our request. Your 
consideration and approval of our request for the $140,000 would be 
greatly appreciated by us. 
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‘Fhank you. 

Mr. ANGELL. Thank you. Are there any questions of the witness 
by the members of the committee ? 

Thank you, Mr. Hackett. 

Mr. Merrow. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Charles F. Butler, chairman of 
the Board of Commissioners of Hampton Beach Village District is 
with us, and he would like to be heard briefly. 

Mr. Butler. 


STATEMENT OF CHARLES F. BUTLER, CHAIRMAN, BOARD OF COM- 
MISSIONERS, HAMPTON BEACH VILLAGE DISTRICT, N. H. 


Mr. Ancetx. Mr. Butler, the committee will be very glad to hear 
you, sir. 

Mr. Butter. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, my 
name is Charles F, Butler, chairman of the Board of Commissioners 
of Hampton Beach Village District. I represent that body here today 
for the purpose of this hearing. 

I can only call your attention to that which has already been men- 
tioned in connection with the erosion control portion of this bill as 
it connects up with the whole breakwater bill. 

As has been explained, the State of New Hampshire has made avail- 
able practically a million and a quarter dollars for the construction of 
a breakwater and, of course, that is, as has been explained, contingent 
upon the Federal appropriation for erosion control. 

Besides that, perhaps what has not been mentioned is a road directly 
behind the iréal- weber which will not be constructed, obviously, unless 
we have protection for that road in the form of the breakwater. 

So, we might say, “For the want of a nail the shoe is lost,” and so 
forth and so forth. 

A great deal hinges upon the passage of this erosion control bill. 
It is a relatively small amount of the whole total. However, it is a 
very important part of it, and I would just like to emphasize that and 
close in that manner. 

Thank you for your courtesy in listening to us. 

Mr. Aneett. Mr. Butler, the committee is glad to have heard you. 
Are there any questions of Mr. Butler by any of the members? 

If not, thank you very much, Mr. Butler. 

Mr. Bururr. If I may, I would like to submit for the record a copy 
of the paragraph from the New Hampshire State bill relating to the 
stipulation in that bill in connection with erosion control. 

Mr. ANcetL. If there is no objection it may be received for the 
record. 

(The matter referred to is as follows:) 


Cory From New HAMPSHIRE STATE Brix No, 281, RELATIVE TO THE CONSTRUCTION 
OF SEAWALLS ON STATE-OWNED PROPERTY AT HAMPTON BEACH, N. H. 


Fund provided.—A sum not exceeding $1,275,000 is hereby raised as herein- 
after provided for the purposes of carrying into effect the provisions of this 
act. These funds shall not be expended except on a finding by the Governor 
and council that Federal funds are available for an erosion-control project or 
upon determination by the Governor and council that the State expenditure is 
economically justified. 


Mr. Merrow. Mr. Ray L. Goding, president of the Hampton Beach 
Chamber of Commerce, is our next witness. 
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STATEMENT OF RAY L. GODING, PRESIDENT, HAMPTON BEACH, 
N. H., CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 


Mr. Ancreii. Mr. Goding, the committee will be pleased to hear you. 

Mr. Goprna. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name is Ray God; 
ing. I live at Hampton Beach, N. H. I have been a resident of 
Hampton Beach, N. H., for 26 years. 

[ am appearing here this morning in behalf of the Hampton Beach 
Chamber of Commerce, of which ] am president, and which consists 
of about 300 members, all of whom are deeply concerned about the 
erosion difficulties which we have at Hampton Beach, and all of whom 
are earnestly hoping that your committee will see fit to approve this 
appropriation of $140,000. 

I would like to add that Hampton Beach is the largest single resort 
area in all of New Hampshire, that we have property owners at 
Hampton Beach from 14 different States, and that we are very proud 
of Hampton Beach, and we have faith in Hampton Beach, as well as 
the State of New Hampshire. 

Again, I hope that you will give favorable consideration to this 
appropriation. 

Mr. Anceti. Thank you, Mr. Goding. 

Are there any questions of Mr. Goding by any members of the 
committee ¢ 

Mr. Becker. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Ancretn. We thank you for your testimony, Mr. Goding. 

Mr. Merrow. Mr. Alton P. Tobey, vice president of the New Hamp- 
shire Seacoast Regional Development Association, is our next witness, 
Mr. Chairman. 


STATEMENT OF ALTON P. TOBEY, VICE PRESIDENT, NEW HAMP- 
SHIRE SEACOAST REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Ancety. Mr. Tobey, the committee will be very glad to hear 
you, sir. 

Mr. Tosrey. Thank you. 

Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, my name is Alton 
P. Tobey. I am an officer and director of the New Hampshire Sea- 
coast Regional Development Association, which comprises some 17 
towns and cities in southeast New Hampshire. It has been estimated 
that the annual dollar volume of Hampton Beach’s business is some 
$10 million, and that the whole economy of that area will be affected 
by this legislation, and we hope to see it favorably passed upon by your 
committee. 

Mr. Anceti. Are there any questions of Mr. Tobey? If not, thank 
you very much, Mr. Tobey. 

Mr. Merrow. At this time, Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask that 
Senators Bridges and Upton have an opportunity to file statements in 
connection with this hearing. 

Mr. AnGetL. Without objection, that permission will be granted. 

(The matter referred to is as follows:) 
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STATEMENT OF Hon. STYLES Bripces, A SENATOR FROM THE STATE oF New HAMP- 
SHIRE, WITH RESPECT TO THE BEACH EROSION PROJECT AT HAMPTON BEACH, 
N. H. 


Mr. Chairman, the project before you for beach erosion at Hampton Beach is 
the result of a cooperative beach erosion study by the Corps of Engineers, 
United States Army, and the Forestry and Recreation Department of the State 
of New Hampshire. The cost of these studies is, of course, shared equally be- 
tween the United States and the cooperative agencies. This study and the 
corrective measures recommended as a result thereof are urgently needed to 
protect both public and private investments which have been made in this area. 

The purpose of the study was to determine the best method of preventing 
further erosion of the beach and a means of stabilizing and restoring the beach 
fronting the business section and to determine the advisability of adopting a 
project to accomplish this purpose. The cooperative beach erosion study ac- 
complished the purpose for which it was intended. 

The Beach Erosion Board has determined that the most feasible plan of im- 
provement consisted of widening the beach to a general width of 150 feet at 
high water by direct placement of a sandfill for a distance of 1 mile of shore 
extending northward from Haverhill Street, with an added 25-foot width for 
a distance of 1.250 feet at the north end of the fill area. The sandfill recom 
mended would restore past losses of the beach material. It would approximately 
double the sand beach area bordering the new seawall which extends some 3,400 
feet north of Haverhill. It would widen the remaining northerly 1,800 feet of 
narrow coarse beach, thereby providing needed protection for the seawall, walk, 
and shore boulevard, and it would improve the beach composition, making it 
usable for recreational purposes. 

The added widening in this are will permit the utilization of this fill as a fe eder 
beach to assist in the maintenance of the shore to the south without impairing 
its protective value. 

The report shows that the protection of Hampton Beach is economically feas 
ible by a wide margin. In fact, the benefit-to-cost ratio is 1.7 to 1.0. The report 
further shows that the non-Federal public benefits amounted to $27,860 annually 
which represents a substantial portion of the total benefits estimated at $63,920 

The Beach Erosion Board accordingly recommended Federal participation in 
an amount equal to one-third of first cost of the improvement, subject to the 
usual requirements of local cooperation for this type of work. The local coo] 
eration for this project is assured: in fact, funds have been appropriated by the 
State of New Hampshire not only for the local share of this project but for 
an extension thereof, which will be constructed entirely at State expense, at a 
cost of $1,250,000. 

By way of emphasizing the importance of this project to the State of New 
Hampshire, I would like to point out that the State has only 17 miles of shore 
line and that Hampton Beach is the most highly developed recreational area in 
the State and is rapidly developing For instance, the number of 
residences have increased 49 percent between 1945 and 1952 


> 


seasonal 
Hotels and inns 
have increased 21 percent and cabins and motels have increased 430 percent dur 
ing this period. 

The broad, sandy beach at Hampton is the prime attraction for many, many 
thousands of people. Continued existence of this important structure w hich has 
resulted from this attraction obviously depends on the continued existence of 
the beach itself, much of which has been washed into the sea. 

In view of these conditions, Mr. Chairman, I urge vour 


‘ . $ : A - most favorable con 
sideration of this worthy project 


Mr. ANGELL. The Chair is in receipt of a telegram from the Gov 
ernor of New Hampshire which will be received in evidence and 
placed in the record at this point. a 

(The matter referred to is as follows:) 


Concorp, N. H tpril 5 1954 
CHAIRMAN, SUBCOM MITTER ON RIVERS AND FIARRORS 
House Public Works Committee House Office 
’ / 


At hearing scheduled for Wednesday, April 7. on Hampton erosion control 
project regret my inability due to legislature in session to appear person: ily. 
Strongly urge approval of this project : ee 


Building: 


and point out this small State is making 
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a major appropriation on its own initiative to permit a really efficient project 
to be executed. I am designating Mr. Frederick Auer, planning engineer, De- 
partment of Public Works and Highways, to be my representative at the hear- 
= Hueu Grece, Governor of New Hampshire. 

Mr. Merrow. Mr. Chairman, this completes the list of our wit- 
nesses, and again I want to thank you and the committee for the kind 
and sympathetic consideration you have given to our problem in con- 
nection with Hampton Beach, and the interest that you have shown 
in it and the courtesy and the consideration which you have always 
extended to me. We are very grateful to you for coming to our State 
last summer, and we sincerely hope that you will come again sometime 
in the future. 

Mr. Ancrett. The committee appreciates very much your coopera- 
tion with the committee in the presentation you have made today. 
When we get into executive session we will consider the project. 

Are there any further witnesses to be heard on this project ? 

The Chair has been advised that Senator Upton is on his way over 
here, and he wants to testify with reference to this project. We will 
be glad to hear him when he comes. 

Mr. Merrow. Thank you for that consideration. He thought this 
matter would come up a little later, and that the committee had 
planned to have another hearing first. 

Mr. Anceii. I understand that Senator Upton is here now. 

Mr. Merrow. Yes, Mr. Chairman; Senator Upton is here, and he 
would like to be heard at this time. 


STATEMENT OF HON. ROBERT W. UPTON, A UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF NEW HAMPSHIRE 


Mr. Anoreiu. Senator Upton, the committee is very glad to have 
you present with us. We have been holding the committee in session 
for a few minutes awaiting your arrival. We have a conference in the 
House at 11 o’clock, so we will have to go rather shortly. 

I understand that you are interested in the project in House Docu- 
ment No. 325, 83d Congress, 2d session, Hampton Beach, N. H., Beach 
Erosion Control Study. 

Senator Urron. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Ancrii. The committee will be very glad to hear you, Senator. 

Senator Upron. I did not expect to speak at this hearing. I came 
over, rather, to endorse the statements of the representatives who are 
here today from the towns immediately concerned. 

This is a project with which you are familiar from your visit to 
New Hampshire last year, or at least some of the members of the com- 
mittee are familiar with it. 

I understand it has the endorsement or approval of the Army engi- 
neers, and the State of New Hampshire, I think, has met the require- 
ments, and we hope that the time has come to give it your approval. 

I am not going to go into the details of the project. 

Mr. Ance.L. Senator, I understand it has your full approval? 

Senator Upron. Yes. Iam very much for the project, and we think 
it is very essential to New England and to the State of New Hamp- 
shire. 

Mr. Ancexy. Are there any questions of Senator Upton by the 
members of the committee? ; 
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Senator Upron. I think you have been advised that the State has 
made the appropriations required of it. 

Mr. AncELL. That it has authorized over a million dollars. 

Senator Urron. And has fulfilled the requirements laid down by 
the Army engineers. 

I want to thank you, Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, 
for the privilege of meeting you again. We enjoyed very much your 
visit to New Hampshire and hope you will come again. 

Mr. ANGELL. Thank you very much, Senator. 

We will take up the Quincy Shore Beach, Massachusetts beach ero 
sion control study, which is contained in House Document No. 145, $2d 
Congress, lst session. 


Colonel Allen, the committee will be glad to hear you on that project. 
(JuINCY SHorRE Beacu, Mass. 


Colonel ALLEN. The authority for the Quincy Shore Beach, Massa- 
chusetts beach erosion control study, is contained in the 1930 River 
and Harbor Act, as amended and supplemented. 

The cooperating agency for this study was the metropolitan district 
commission of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts. 

The cost of the study was $4,000, which was equally borne by the 
State of Massachusetts and the Federal Government. 

lhe study area comprises Quincy Shore, Mass., which you can see 
with respect to the studies that we looked at the day before yesterday. 

This | indicating on map] was the Nahant Beach area, and this was 
the Revere Beach area. 

This [indicating] is Quincy Bay to the south of Boston, whereas the 
others were located up the other way, north of Boston. 

The study area comprises the southerly 6,700 feet of the Quincy 
Shore Reservation, which is under the jurisdiction of the metropolitan 
district commission. 

Mr. Becker. Mr. Chairman, may I interrupt for a moment? 

Mr. Ancetu. Yes. 

Mr. Becker. Did you say that both Revere Beach and Nahant Beach 
are both north of Boston? 

Colonel Atten. Yes. This is Boston here [indicating]. This is 
Nahant, and this is Revere Beach. 

Mr. Becker. And Quincy is down to the south ? 

Colonel ALLEN. Yes, sir, Quincy is down to the south. 

Mr. Brecxerr. They are all outside of the Boston City area? 

Colonel AttEen. Yes, they are all outside of the Boston political city 
area, but they are in the metropolitan area. 

Mr. Becxer. Yes. 

Colonel Auten. The reservation which is under the control of the 
Metropolitan District Commission comprises a narrow public beach 
which, at the present time, is mostly under water at high tide. Con- 
crete seawalls and riprap have been built along this area to protect the 
highway and built-up area in the rear. 

In the state of nature there was little beach in this particular area. 
There was originally marsh land back here [indicating on map] with 
various hummocks along the shore, and in 1905 a highway on an em- 
bankment was built along the shore. The beach that is there now is 
the result of wave action on that highway embankment, supple- 
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mented by some incidental sand fill which was done by the local 
agencies in the past. 

This area of Quincy is subject to severe northeast storms. You 
can see from its location |indicating| its direct exposure to the 
northeast. 

Some 58 percent of the storms which are of gale intensity are from 
the northeast, and in the periods of high storms, and high wave ac- 
tion, particularly where the storm coincides with high tide, very 


serious results are realized on this side of the parkw ay. 
This project at Quincy consists of placing a reinforced concrete 


seawall along the northern portion of it, and a sheet steel bulkhead 
along anothe r portion 

In front of this seawall sand fill is to be placed to protect the sea- 
wall from subsequent erosion. Failure to place a sand beach in front 
of the seawall would result in erosion at the toe of the seawall and 
the bulkhead. 

In addition to placing the concrete seawall and the bulkhead and 
the sand fill there, it is necessary to extend the outflow structure at 
Sachem ( cial which is shown here [indicating]. There is a small 
creek there which carries the fresh water runoff. 

There are three drains shown [indicating] here, here, and here. 
The three drains must also be extended be yond the toe of the sand 
fill in order to carry the runoff into deep water. 

The cost of this project is $1.227.000. The recommended Federal 
share is $409,000. 

The study area is entirely under public ownership, so the full one- 
third of Federal participation can be applied to the project. 

The annual non-Federal maintenance amounts to $8,950. The 
benefit-cost ratio of the project is 2.1. 

The Commonwealth of Massachusetts concurs in the report of the 
division engineer, which has been approved by the beach erosion 
board and the Chief of Engineers. 

The Bureau of the Budget concludes that the project is economi 
cally justified and has no objection to the submission of the report 
to Congress, but makes no commitment with respect to appropria- 
tions. 

Mr. Aneetx. Colonel, what is the nature of the terrain back 
that, is that built up city area ¢ 

Colonel AtLteN. This [indicating] is built up and behind the high- 
way is residential area, immediately in the rear of the highway. 

Mr. Anoreti. And the purpose of the improvement is to protect 
that whole area from the inroads of the ocean ? 

Colonel Atien. To protect the property in the rear and to protect 
the recreational area 

Mr. Anceit. Has any protective work been constructed before? 

Colonel Auten. Yes, sir, in 1926 a seawall was constructed by the 
State, not by the Federal Government, to protect this particular ares 
[indicating]. That has been subject to severe damage. Its toe in 
numerous areas is undermined, and it is in a state of needed repair. 
The project recommended contemplates its utilization as a base on 
which to build up to a higher level a more efficient protective seawall. 

Mr. Anceii. Are there any questions by the members of the com 
mittee of the colonel? If not, we thank you, Colonel. 
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I understand this project is in the district of Ou! colleague, Con 
gressman Wiggles worth. 

Mr. ANGI LL. The Chair is in re eipt of a letter from the Honorable 
Leverett Saltonstall under date of April 5, 1954, which is in favor of 
this project. Without objection the letter will be included in the 
record at this point. 

(The letter referred to is as follows -) 


Hon. HoMer D, ANGELL, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Rivers and Harbors, 
Committee on Public Works, 
Hlouse of Re presentattves, Washington, D.C 
DEAR REPRESENTATIVE ANGELL: I note from the schedule of the meetings of 
your committee that on Wednesday, April 7, you will discuss House Document 
145 (S2d Cong.), concerning beach erosion at Quincy Shore Beach, Mass I know 
that you will give careful study to the information contained in this document. 
I am familiar with the section involved and know that protection from exces- 
sive erosion is of extreme importance to the coastal section of Massachusetts. 
I sincerely hope that your recommendation will be favorable in order to stop 
such excessive erosion as may be determined. 
With best regards, I am 
Sincerely yours, 
LEVERETT SALTONSTALL, 
United States Senator 


Mr. Anceti. Are there any other witnesses present who desire to 
be heard on this project? If not, we will conclude the hearing on 
this project. Think you, gentlemen. If there is no further testimony 
the subcommittee will stand adjourned. 

(Thereupon, at 10:52 a. m., the subcommittee adiourned suhiect ta 
the call of the Chair ) 
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THURSDAY, APRIL 8, 1954 


Houss or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON Rivers AND HARBORS 
OF THE COMMITTEE ON Pusiic Works, 
Washington, = C; 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to adjournment, at 10 a. m., in 
room 1302, New House Office Building, Hon. Ilomer D, Angell (chair- 
man of the subcommittee) presiding. 

Mr. Ancetu. The Rivers and Harbors Subcommittee of the Public 
Works Committee is meeting again this morning to consider other 
projects which have been assigned to the committee. The first one we 
will take up is the Virginia Beach, Va., project, under House Docu 
ment 186 of the 83d Congress. 

I understand our colleague, Edward J. Robeson, Jr., of Virginia is 
here, and later we will be glad to hear from the Congressman and have 
him introduce the witnesses that he has here. If it is agreeable to 
the Congressman we will have the report of Colonel Allen of the 
Corps of Engineers first. 

You may proceed, if you will, Colonel. 


STATEMENT OF COL. J. U. ALLEN, CORPS OF ENGINEERS, UNITED 
STATES ARMY—Resumed 


VIRGINIA Bracw, Va. 


Colonel Auten. Mr. Chairman, the authority for the report on 
Virginia Beach is contained in the River and Harbor Act of 1930, as 
amended and supplemented. 

The cooperating agency was the town of Virginia Beach, which 
initiated a request for a cooperative study with the Federal Govern- 
ment. The cost of the study, equally borne by the town of Virginia 
Beach and the Federal Government, was $7,900. 

Virginia Beach, a recreational center, is located down in the ¢ ‘ape 
Henry area just south of the entrance to Chesapeake Bay. Virginia 
Beach has had a history of erosion for many years. They have built 
up a very highly developed area to the rear of the beach. They have 
constructed a concrete seawall and bulkheads in order to prevent the 
intrusion of the sea upon the built-up area. The seawall, bulkheads, 
and one groin have been built with varying degrees of success. Erosion 
of the beach continued, 

The question at Virginia Beach in addition to one of protecting the 
built-up area is one of providing a beach on which the economy of 
Virginia Beach depends to a great extent. Virginia Beach is a com- 
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munity of less than 10,000 year-round inhabitants. So the question 
resolves itself there to one not only of protection against the sea but 
also of providing a beach to attract tourists and assist the economy of 
Virginia Beach. 

The project as recommended consists of the placement of over 1 
million yards of material directly on the beach, which provides pro- 
tection for the devices which have already been installed. Pending 
observation of the behavior - this beach after it is fille d, the pl an also 
provides for the de ra construction of timber groins to assist in re- 
taining sand on the beach once it is placed there. 

\t the time of the report, there was insufficient information with re- 
spect to the rate of drift and the rate of loss of material from the beach 
to recommend categorically the inclusion of the groins. So the first 
order of work was the placement of the 1 million plus y: ards of material 
on the beach which will provide them immediately with the protec 
tion and the recreational features that are desired. 

[ should like to point out that this sandfill has been placed there by 
the city of Virginia Beach. It is a problem which could not be de 
ferred. They were suffering severe economic loss by reason of the dis 
appearance of their beach. As soon as the project was agreed upon by 
the beach erosion board and the local cooperating agency, they imme- 
diately moved in and they have completed the placement ot the beach 
fill. 

The total estimated cost of the project, revised to September 1953, 
is $1,609,835. 

I should like to point out that that cost includes the deferred groin 
construction, which amounts to $927,610. The deferred groin con- 
struction is included in that cost but will be contingent upon further 
observation as to whether or not those groins are economically justified. 

The recommended Federal participation in this project amounts to 
$525,514. The Federal cost of the initial work, that is, the sand fill, 
amounts to $221,587 

The policy of one-third Federal participation was applied in the 
protection of publicly owned shore. As a very small portion of the 
beach front is privately owned, the Federal Government is able under 
the policy to participate to the extent of almost one-third of the first 
cost of the project. 

The benefit-cost ratio of this project as of September 1953 was 3.95. 

The report has been referred to the Virginia Beach Erosion Com- 
mission, which concurs in the findings. They have submitted their 
plans for this beach fill to the Chief of E ngineers before initiating the 
work. 

The Bureau of the Budget has no objection to the submission of the 
report to Congress, but makes no commitment as to when any appro- 
priations might be made. 

I should like to point out again that approximately 1,400,000 cubic 
yards of material have been placed on this beach completely at the 
expense of local interests. 

If it is the wish of the committee that the project be considered 
favorably, consideration should be given to making the Federal par 
ticipation retroactive to include the Federal share of the sand fill 
portion. The Virginia Beach Erosion Commission has assured 
by submitting the plans and specifications to the Chief of Engineers 
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that the work done thus far is in full agreement with the recommended 
plan. 

Mr. Ance.u. Colonel, what is the type of public ownership there? 
Who owns the property that is being protected ? 

Mr. McDonaxp. The city of Virginia Beach. 

Mr. Anceti. What is it that the city owns? The beach itself ? 

Mr. McDona.p. The city of Virginia Beach owns the improve- 
ments, although actual ownership in the marginal strip may be vested 
in the State. But the city owns the improvements on the waterfront, 
consisting of the boardwalk and retaining walls. 

Mr. Ancetu. As I understand it, immediately back and next to 
the boardwalk there is a highly developed area of beach property, 
such as some hotels and that sort of thing, which are privately owned, 
are they not, Colonel ? 

Colonel AttEeN. Yes, sir. In many cases. 

Mr. Ance.tyi. Do we understand then that so far as the fill is con- 
cerned the work has already been done ¢ 

Colonel ALLEN. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Ancety. And that if this project is approved it will mean reim- 
bursement to the local interests for the Federal share ? 

Colonel Auten. They have assured their eligibility for Federal par- 
ticipation by having their plans and specifications for the work ap- 
proved prior to their initiation of the work. 

Mr. Ancor. Are those groins and other structures that were put 
in by local interests still in good condition and suitable for the purpose 
for which they were constructed ? 

Colonel Ai.ten. These groins shown in green, Mr. Chairman, are 
part of the deferred work. They are not in now. The seawall and 
bulkhead that extends along the ocean front is in various stages of 
repair, and the local interests are engaged in bringing that up to a 
state where it will answer the purpose. 

Mr. Ancor. Will that be at their own expense, or will it be a part 
of the joint venture ? 

Colonel Auten. It is not a part of the joint venture. 

Mr. Anoeti. Mr. Fallon, do you have any questions of Colonel 
Allen ? 

Mr. Fation. Colonel, what is the difference between a jetty and a 
groin ¢ 

Colonel ALLEN. The name “jetty” is usually attached to a structure 
which cts an inlet, that is, which prevents sand or material from 
going in, or protects the inlet from the wave action adjacent to it. It 
is usually affixed to the shore. But groins are really structures placed 
along the shore without respect to inlets. 

Mr. Faxuon. At Ocean City, Md., for miles from the inlet up the 
beach they call them all jetties. As a matter of fact, they have signs 
up, “Please bathe away from the jetty.” They probably have not 
heard of that word “groin” yet. 

Colonel ALLEN. Maybe so, the words are used interchangeably in 
many localities. 

Mr. Neat. A jetty is built mainly to protect against a very definite 
current, is it not 

Colonel ALLEN. It is made to protect an inlet and other navigable 
waterways. 
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Mr. Neat. These groins here are simply a medium through which 
you get the silt from the current. 

Colonel Atten. They act as retaining walls, you might say, in the 
direction of the littoral drift, in order to reduce the amount of mate- 
rial moved along the beach by the predominant currents. 

Mr. Ancriti. Where is the sand obtained that was placed there ? 

Colonel ALLEN. It was obtained from Rudee Inlet. 

Mr. Anceiu. Will the sand not be taken out again by the tide, as it 
has been taken out in the past ? 

Colonel Atten. As I mentioned, Mr. Chairman, at the time of the 
report there was little information with respect to the direction of 
the predominant littoral drift. There is reason to believe that the 
material at this end moves somewhat in this direction northward, due 
to the effect of the tidal movement into ¢ ‘hesapeake Bay . There is 
also evidence to indicate that the normal wave action removes material 
offshore. But the survey showed there was a net annual deficiency of 
some 36,000 yards which had disappeared from the beach. As far as 
can be determined it will be more economical to maintain the beach 
artificially than to reduce the loss by groins. The Beach Erosion Com- 
mission of Virginia Beach is already instituting a nourishment pro- 
gram to replace the material that is lost. 

Mr. Anceutu. Mr. Mack, do you have any questions of Colonel Allen? 

Mr. Mack. Colonel Allen, there is an aspect of all these beach ero- 
sion problems that interests me. If the threat of damage comes from 
the sea in the form of beach erosion, then under the law the Federal 
Government will provide half of the cost of the survey if the local 
community will provide half. Then if the project is approved the 
Federal Government will put up one-third of the cost if the local com- 
munity will put up two-thirds of the cost. 

On the other hand, if the threat of damage comes from the land 
area in the form of a flood, the Federal Government will pay all of the 
cost of the survey and all of the cost of the relief from the floodwaters, 
even if the land is privately owned. 

What I am wondering was the thinking of Congress, if you know, 
as to why so much relief should be given to flood- control problems, and 
so little relief to beach erosion problems. 

Colonel ALLEN. I cannot answer that, Mr. Mack. 

Mr. Ancetyi. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Mack. Yes. 

Mr. Ancett. I think the gentleman’s statement is a little bit inaccu 
rate in that the Federal Government does not provide for the protec- 
tion for private property. 

Mr. Mack. For flood control ? 

Mr. Anceti. On flood control in a whole area like the Columbia 
River, for instance, but not along a beach. They do not provide 
protection for a beach. 

Mr. Mack. In the case of a flood when you take care of a whole 
area it is entirely at Federal expense. In the case of beach erosion it 
is one-third at Federal expense. I was wondering what the thinking 
of the Congress was in doing so little on beach-erosion problems, and 
so much on flood-control problems. 

Mr. Ancetu. If I may say further, I was a member of this Beach 
Erosion Committee and it was all considered originally by this 
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committee. It was the feeling of the committee that the protection of 
private property from damage from the sea was an enterprise that the 
Federal Government had never entered into, but after due delibera- 
tion we felt where public property was involved and the Federal 
Government has perhaps some reason to provide some relief, and at 
least help in the protection, we finally decided on the Federal Govern- 
ment contributing one-third for the protection of public property from 
the ravages of the sea. 

Mr. Avucuincioss. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Macx. I yield to the gentleman from New Jersey. 

Mr. Avcurncxoss. I am glad I could arrive at this time in the 
meeting, because this is a matter I have had in my mind for some 
years. I have always claimed that the salt water is just as wet and 
just as destructive as fresh water is, whether it is destroying public 
property or private property. 

I remember the discussions, Mr. Chairman, that were held some 
years ago on this subject. I think I sat in on them. We were sort of 
blazing a trail at that time. But since that time a great deal of water 
has gone over the dam and we know a great deal more about beach 
erosion and its ravages throughout the country. 

The beaches of the country are used by people from all over the 
country for recreational puposes. If they are destroyed it is going 
to be a severe blow not only to the locality, but to the country as a 
whole. 

I may say to the gentleman from Washington that I am working 
with the district engineer in New York to bring in some amendments 
to the law which will revise this whole thinking. When that is done 
I hope the chairman will permit hearings and we can thrash this 
matter out and see what policy develops. 

Mr. Fauion. May I make an observation on that? 

Mr. AnceLL. Mr. Fallon. 

Mr. Fation. Mr. Chairman, of course, I can see why we are par- 
ticipating on the Federal level in respect to public property, but I feel 
we would get into a lot of trouble if we would participate in privately 
owned property, whether it be for recreational purposes or for private 
use; because we have a thousand miles of coastline and in the main 
part it is owned by private individuals, where erosion is continually 
eating the land away all the time and changing the profile of the 
coastline. 

That I am afraid of if we get into that is we would probably get 
into more than this Government could handle. 

Mr. Scupper. I would like to make an observation along the same 
line. 

Mr. Ancewu. Mr. Scudder. 

Mr. Scupper. It would seem to me we are badly in need of estab 
lishing a policy, because even in flood control we have not been able 
to give but very little credit to recreation, and our beaches are mostly 
used for recreation. 

I feel it is very important that we do give consideration to recrea- 
tion, I am interested in a resort area that has been adversely affected 
by low water. Agriculturalists have been taking water out of the 
stream to the point where the river practically dries up making it 
almost useless for recreational purposes. I have been interested in 
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the building of holding dams that would release winter storage dur- 
ing the summertime to stabilize the summer flow of water, so as to 
provide adequate water for recreational purposes. 

We are getting into a new field, and I think the field is well worth 
exploring and is entitled to assistance from the Federal Government. 

Mr. Anceti. If the gentleman will yield, before the gentleman 
arrived I stated we had only an hour. We have some out-of-town 
witnesses here whom we would like to hear today. I think the sub- 
ject we are discussing is certainly one of great interest to the com- 
mittee and to the Nation at large, and perhaps it could be more 
profitably pursued in executive session at some later dates. 

If it is agreeable to the committee we will proceed now to hear the 
witnesses, 

Dr. Neal, do you have any questions ? 

Mr. Neat. No, I have no questions. 

Mr. Fation. Did the colonel state the ratio of benefits? 

Mr. Ancetn. Yes. The ratio of benefits is 3.95 to 1. As I said 
earlier, we have with us our colleague, Edward J. Robeson, Jr. We 
are very glad to have you present at this time and we will be glad 
to hear you and have you call your witnesses. 


STATEMENT OF HON. EDWARD J. ROBESON, JR., A REPRESENTA- 
TIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF VIRGINIA 


Mr. Ropeson. Mr. Chairman, speaking for myself and my friends 
from Virginia Beach, I appreciate your allowing us to appear. We 
realize that the time is limited. 

I want to say right now this is a publicly owned beach we are t talk- 
ing about at Virginia Beach. It is not privately, but is publicly 
owned. 

The project has already had over $1 million spent on it by Virginia 
Beach, and more must be spent. The State of Virginia has ap- 
propriated on three different occasions money for this job because it 
is a public beach. 

We have here the chairman of the Virginia Beach Erosion Com- 
mittee, and we have the mayor of Virginia Beach. I am sure they 
would like to speak from their factual knowledge of the subject. So 
I would like to present first the mayor of Virginia Beach, Mayor 
Murray, and let him speak to you. 

Mr. Ancery. Mayor Murray, the committee will be very glad to 
hear you, sir. Have you a prepared statement? 


STATEMENT OF HON. P. F. MURRAY, MAYOR OF VIRGINIA BEACH 


Mayor Murray. Sir, I do not have a prepared statement. I will 
speak at very little length. 

Mr. Anceti. Very well. You may proceed, Mayor Murray. 

Mayor Murray. I am very grateful to you gentlemen, all of you, 
for hearing our plea to take care of this matter. It is a fact that we 
are a very little city, but we are a highly important resort area. This 
is a fact also, that this is a boundary of the United States, and it is 
a boundary of the State of Virginia. We as a little bit of a city hap- 
pen to be sitting there. 

This erosion occurred, and if we had not gone on forcefully and 
promptly, our city would have fallen into the sea. That is how bad 
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the erosion was, and how quickly we needed to get busy and do some- 
ing about it. 

‘Now, this has all been done definitely under the direction of the 
Army engineers adhering strictly to their plan and procedure. We 
will carry on _ continue to nourish and care for this beach. I do 
not think the beach is in any particular danger of washing away sud- 
denly, but like your clothing and shoes, it wears, and it needs repair 
every year. 

We are asking you gentlemen to consider the reimbursement to our 
city for the amount that we have spent. Incidentally, gentlemen, we 
have really hocked our city up to the limit in bond issues to make this 
repair. It was all done with a feeling and understanding that if we 
went on with the Engineers and pursued their plan we would be right- 
fully entitled to receive a fair amount from the Federal Government 
to help in restoring the beach. 

Again, gentlemen, I thank you very much and I will not take your 
time. I want to turn this over to these gentlemen who have the tech- 
nical information to answer your questions and give you other in- 
formation. 

Mr. Ancetyt. Mayor Murray, we thank you very much for your 
statement. 

Mr. Aucutncioss. May I ask a question ? 

Mr. Ancett. Mr. Auchincloss. 

Mr. Aucuincioss. Mr. Mayor, I would like to know if some years 
ago a barrier was placed off the beach by sinking some vessels in con- 
crete and stone, and so forth ? 

Mayor Murray. Yes, sir. That was a very small groin. 

Mr. Aucurncioss. Was that at all successful ? 

Mayor Murray. No, sir. I do not think it was. I think our engi- 
neer has made several visits there to find out, and he has given it 
really careful study, along with the Army engineers, to see if it is 
helpful or harmful. I would like to have those gentlemen say whether 
it is or not. 

Mr. Anoeti. Perhaps they will testify on it. 

Mayor Murray. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Scupper. Mr. Mayor, I have visited your beach and stopped at 
one of the hotels on the beach. In what location would the beach 
pavilion be ? 

Mayor Murray. The beach pavilion is right up here between 35th 
Street, on this side of 35th Street, which is the playground. 

Mr. Scupper. I mean the large hotel, the Cav alier Hotel. 

Mayor Muvray. The Cavalier is right in here. 

Mr. Scupper. Is that where most of the erosion is taking place ? 

Mayor Morray. No, sir. The worst erosion is taking place down 
at the southern end. 

Mr. Scupper. Is that right? 

Mayor Murray. And it gradually ate in until the whole beach was 
affected, and the whole beach has been pumped and restored, starting 
at this point and extending beyond the Cavalier Hotel. 

Mr. Ancett. The Cavalier is back on high ground. 

Mayor Murray. It is, but it owns its property through to the ocean 
and has its beach coming up right on the ocean. I think I would 
like to say that this beac +h has been regarded over years and years as 
a public thing. There is nothing fenced off, and no property owner 
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feels that he is justified in calling the beach his. It is a wide-open 
beach and is used as that. 

Mr. Scupper. I must say it is a beautiful beach. 

Mr. Ancett. Thank you, Mayor Murray. 

Mr. Robeson, you may call your next witness. 

Mr. Rosrson. I would like to have Mr. Church, chairman of the 
Virginia Beach Erosion Commission, give you some of the details 
col cerning this project at this time. 

Mr. Ancexi. All right, Mr. Church. We will be glad to have your 
statement. 


STATEMENT OF E. H. CHURCH, CHAIRMAN OF THE VIRGINIA 
BEACH EROSION COMMISSION 


Mr. Cuurcn. I have a statement I would like to pass around, show- 
ing pictures of what was done prior to the work and what was done 
afterward. 

One of the members of this committee asked a moment ago where 
the Cavalier Hotel is. I would like to advise you that the Cavalier 
was excluded. It is considered to be privately owned and the Govern- 
ment will not participate in any work that was done there. 

The Virginia Beach Erosion Commission was set up by the State 
Legislature of Virginia through an enabling act passed in 1952. The 
commission comprised of five men appointed by the Governor to 
finance this work and to push it on through to its completion. 

We have with us today our consulting engineer, who has followed 
the project and worked in very close harmony with the Army engi- 
neers on 1t. 

I would like to read this report, if I may. 


JUSTIFICATION FOR EARLY ADOPTION OF A PROJECT FOR BEACH EROSION CONTROL 
AT VIRGINIA BEACH, VA. 


J. Location 

Virginia Beach, Va., the State’s only ocean resort, is located on the Atlantic 
seaboard, 22 miles north of the Virginia-North Carolina State line, 3.5 miles 
south of Cape Henry at the entrance to Chesapeake Bay, and 19 miles east of 
Norfolk, Va 


> 


Description 
The city is extensively developed as a resort and residential area. Numerous 
hotels, boardinghouses, inns, tourists’ homes, bathhouses, hotel cottages, and 
restaurants cater seasonably to the tourist trade, and enjoy a gross business 
conservatively estimated at $12 million per year. The city has a permanent 
The community became a city, second class, under an act passed by the State 
population of 5,300 (1950 census), and a summer population of about 45,000. 
legislature in 1952. The city fronts 34 miles along the Atlantic Ocean. A com- 
bined concrete promenade and relatively light concrete seawall 1.93 miles long, 
built in 1927 is owned by the city. The United States owns a beach frontage 
of 205 feet, the site of a Coast Guard station. The remainder of the beach, less 
than 5 percent, is privately owned. 
3. Economic justification 

(a) The resort business is the only industry and the life blood of the city. 
The loss of its beach would result in bankruptcy for most of the city’s inhabitants. 

(b) Critical erosion at Virginia Beach demanded that the beach be restored 
as early as possible, without waiting for the formal adoption of a project by 
the Congress or the appropriation of Federal funds. To have delayed the res- 
toration would have meant physical as well as economic disaster for the city. 

(c) The tourist trade is the second largest industry in the State of Virginia. 
By reason of its national prominence and pulling power, Virginia Beach con- 
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tributes materially to the economy associated with tourist travel. This fact 
has been acknowledged by resolution recently adopted by the Virginia Travel 
Council. 324,000 vacationers visited Virginia Beach last summer. The numbers 
coming from various States are shown on the map attached as exhibit A. 

(d) Virginia Beach is Virginia’s only ocean resort and annually affords health- 
ful recreational benefits to large numbers, as shown above. Moreover, it is 
located in one of the most highly strategic military areas in the world and dur- 
ing the recreational season is host to thousands of service personnel stationed 
at naval base, Norfolk; naval amphibious base, Little Creek; naval air stations, 
Norfolk and Oceana; Fleet Air Defense Training Center, Dam Neck; naval 
shipyard, Portsmouth; Langley Air Force Base; and Fort Story, the Army 
Amphibious Training Center and site of the first Nike installation in Tidewater, 
Va. Over one-third of the city’s school population is either service connected or 
federally connected. 

(e) The project, as recommended for adoption, provides for initial restora 
tion of the beach within the corporate limits of the city; and for a system of 
21 groins, to be constructed when and if experience proves the need and eco- 
nomic justification for them. sased upon the expenditure of $683,000 by the 
city for initial dredging for beach restoration, which has already been accom- 
plished, an estimated cost of $40,000 for annual maintenance; and computing 
interest and amortization at 214 percent over the estimated 50-year life of the 
project, the relation between the annual non-Federal public benefits and the 
annual charge is 3.2 to 1. When compared with the total benefits, both private 
and non-Federal public, the benefit-cost ratio is 5.1 to 1. 

The comprehensive plan, including the deferred groin construction, is esti- 
mated to cost $1,618,000, including the $683,000 expended by the city. On tue 
basis of this total figure, with $24,700 as the estimated cost of maintenance 
under the comprehensive plan, and computing interest and amortization at 244 
percent over the 50-year life, the relation between the annual non-Federal public 
benefits and the annual charge is 2.5 to 1. When compared with the total bene- 
fits to accrue to the comprehensive plan, the benefit-cost ratio is 3.97 to 1. 

It is firmly believed that the above ratios compare favorably with the ratios 
usually reported for river and harbor, flood control and multiple purpose, and 
other beach-erosion projects. 

(f) Following the recommendation contained in the cooperative report pre- 
pared by the Corps of Engineers, the city employed a firm of consulting engi- 
neers and thoroughly investigated the proposal of developing and utilizing a 
hydraulic source of material for their initial beach-restoration work. By using 
the hydraulic dredging method, the city was able to aceomplish the job at a 
saving of approximately $477,000, or 41 percent, under that estimated by the 
Corps of Engineers in their cooperative report, whose estimate was based on 
utilizing dune material and trucking it to the beach. When applied to the appli- 
cable Federal share of the cost of the work this savings amounts to approxi 
mately $155,000, or nearly half that indicated in the report. 

(9) The adoption of this project would entail Federal participation to the 
extent of only one-third of the actual cost of the entire project. 

(hk) The nature of the resort business requires that the city construct and 
maintain public services and utilities for a populace several times in excess of 
the needs of the permanent year-round residents. This feature alone usually 
results in the advance commitment of the city’s financial assets to capital outlay 
and maintenance; particularly so because such facilities have to be constantly 
expanded from year to year. When the acute problem of the erosion of its 
heach was superimposed on these needs, the city had to increase its bonded 
indebtedness almost to the limit fixed by law in the State of Virginia, by the 
issuance of $900,000 of general obligation bonds for the beach-erosion program 
These bonds were issued with the hope and understanding that, upon adoption 
of a Federal project, one-third of the cost of beach restoration would be reim- 
bursed by the United States. 

(i) Since completion of the beach-restoration work the city has demonstrated 
its continuing interest in the preservation of the beach by employing a firm of 
consulting engineers to maintain a year-round, year-to-year study of its beach and 
the maintenance thereof. Maintenance work is being accomplished as the need 
develops, and long-range plans for the protection and preservation of the re- 
stored beach are about completed. 

(fj) In conjunction with its beach restoration work and without calling on 
the Federal Government for aid, the city is gradually developing a small boat 
harbor in Lake Wesley for use as a sport fishing and recreational boat harbor 
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(k) In addition to the foregoing justification statements, reference is made 
to the cooperative report which contains a complete economic evaluation of the 
tangible and intangible benefits to accrue to the proposed project. 

4. Action by the city of Virginia Beach 

(a) Formal application for the cooperative study of erosion conditions at 
Virginia Beach was made by the city of Virginia Beach on April 8, 1946, in ac- 
cordance with the provisions of section 2 of the River and Harbor Act of July 
3, 1930, as amended. 

(0) During the course of the preparation of the report the city of Virginia 
Beach assisted in the preparation of economic data in connection with the deter- 
mination of the economic worth of the project. 

(c) In earrying out the beach restoration work, all recommendations con- 
tained in House Document No. 186, 83d Congress, 1st session (Virginia Beach, 
Va., beach erosion control study) were literally followed; and, in addition, fre- 
quent consultations were had with the district engineer at Norfolk and with 
members of the staff of the Beach Erosion Board at Washington, D. C. All 
recommendations by these authorities were embraced and followed in the restora- 
tion project. 

(d) A brief report of the results of the beach restoration is given in the at- 
tached brochure, dated March 16, 1953, exhibit B; and a somewhat fuller report 
in the attached reprint from the Norfolk-Virginia Pilot of March 29, 1953, ex- 
hibit C. 


5. Action by the State 


(a) By special legislation, the State of Virginia has on three different occasions 
appropriated money for combating erosion at Virginia Beach. 

(b) Virginia Beach Erosion Commission was created by act of State legisla- 
ture in 1952. Prominent citizens of city appointed to serve on commission by 
governor of State. 

(c) Appropriate State agencies have studied the cooperative report on erosion 
at Virginia Beach and, in addition to concurring in the recommendation contained 
therein, have prepared supplementary reports further attesting to the economic 
value of the project and the vital necessity for its early completion. 


Mr. Anceitzu. Mr. Church, our time is rather limited, as I said a 
moment ago, due to the fact that we will be called on the floor soon. 
Would it be agreeable if we include the balance of your information 
in the record ? 

Mr. Cuurcu. All right, sir. 

(The information furnished by Mr. Church is as follows :) 
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ExHBit B 
VIRGINIA BEACH EROSION COMMISSION, 
Virginia Beach, Va., March 16, 1953 


To His Excellency, John Stewart Battle, Governor of Virginia; members of the 
general assembly of Virginia: Hon. P. F. Murray, mayor of Virginia Beach ; 
and members of the city council: 

GENTLEMEN: We have the honor to give you a report of the activities of the 
Virginia Beach Erosion Commission 

In submitting this report of our activities for the past 12 months, it is necessary 
to give you other information regarding facts and circumstances covering a 
period of years, so that you will know some of the problems with which this 
commission was faced when it was formally organized and held its first meeting 
on March 10, 1952 

In 1907, Virginia Beach was first incorporated as a town. It had a beautiful 
sand beach. Its population could almost be counted on two hands, and its visitors 
were few. Over a period of years its permanent population has grown to where 
it is now a city and its tourist visitors number in the tens of thousands—so much 
so that of the $600 million tourist industry in Virginia, Virgnia Beach accounts 
for 10 percent of it In 1927, there was constructed a concrete ocean walkway 
or seawall, more than 2 miles long, which was and still is considered one of the 
finest walkways of its kind in the country 

While Mother Nature has dealt most kindly with Virginia Beach in giving it 
a wonderful sand beach and a wonderful climate, it suffered like all beaches on 
the Atlantic coast from a constant erosion. During the last few years, this 
erosion problem became very serious. Virginia Beach put up the funds and 
joined with the Army engineers in making a complete study of the situation 
Other beaches along the Atlantic coast attempted to prevent their erosion by 
the erection of jetties. In some instances they helped and in some instances they 
did harm, but in every instance they left an unsightly beach. After serious delib 
eration it was decided by the engineers that the most economical, quickest, and 
best way from a standpoint of appearance, was to replace the beach by pumping 
in sand. On February 4, 1953, approximately 1,250,000 cubic yards of sand had 
been pumped on the beach so that as of today Virginia Beach has the widest and 
the most beautiful sand beach that can be found anywhere on the Atlantic coast. 

The commission is operating under a law passed by the general assembly of 
Virginia, which provides for a five-man commission, to be named by the Governor 
of Virginia, and to use such moneys in restoring the beach as are appropriated 
to it. The work of restoring the beach has been carried on under the direction 
of its own engineers and the United States Army engineers, and in all instances, 
the engineering advice given by them has been followed. 

The sand to replenish the beach had to be secured outside the city limits, and 
although the city lacked the power of condemnation, it was able through nego- 
tiation with the property owners to secure land and sand rights where the cost 
of the sand itself was purchased at only a fraction more than 2 cents per yard 
on the borrow pit basis 

The actual pumping began on June 12, 1952, and although the restoration of 
the sand beach has been completed, there is still left to be repaired the concrete 
walkway, for it must be remembered that when this work began in 1952, the 
concrete walkway had been washed out in many places and erosion had taken 
place to such a great extent that some of the buildings were in danger. 

In addition to this, the commission is of the opinion that the city can never 
again permit the beach to deteriorate to the condition it was in at the beginning 
of 1952. Its engineers have recommended that a permanent plan be made for 
the periodic restoration of the beach if and when it is needed. Their plan calls 
for the erection of two jetties at Lake Rudee where sand will come in and locate 
on the property embodying the commission’s perpetual sand rights. The erection 
of these jetties will also provide a channel large enough to bring in the necessary 
dredging equipment. Without the jetties, it is impossible for a boat of any size 
to come in, and though the commission is only charged with the responsibility of 
restoring the beach, it does call attention to the fact that if this channel is pro- 
vided, it will open up the vast possibilities for boating, both for private yachts 
and facilities to establish charter boat facilities for a deep sea fishing industry in 
he community. These activities would be of great economical value and do much 
to increase the tourist trade 

While the commission has only had such money as was appropriated to it, it 
acknowledges receipt of the appropriation of $80,000 by the General Assembly 
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of Virginia, and $632,000 which has already been appropriated to it by the city 
council. It also has the recommendation of the Army engineers, the Federal 
Erosion Board in Washington and the Chief of United States Army Engineers 
that the Federal Government participate to the extent of one-third of the cost of 
the work which is being done in restoring the beach. The necessary revenue for 
this purpose is being raised in Virgini Beach by a special luxury tax, and if one- 
third of the cost is appropriated by the Federal Government, this will go a long 
way in relieving the financial responsibility of the city. 

The work of the commission could not have been brought to a successful con- 
clusion had it not been for the cooperation of Hon. John Stewart Battle, Governor 
of Virginia, the entire general assembly, Hon. Sidney S. Kellam, director of the 
department of conservation and development, the United States Army Engineers, 
and the consulting firm of Myron Sturgeon, engineers, local banks that provided 
the necessary temporary loans, the city council that appropriated without hesita- 
tion the necessary money to carry this work on, and especially the people them- 
selves who suffered from the lack of a beach, the unsightly conditions during the 
pumping stages, and the loss of revenue to their hotels and cottages. All this 
seems a long way behind us when we walk to the ocean to view the long wide 
span of beautiful sand beach. While the commission’s task has been tremendous, 
and they have had to devote hours and days to this work, every member has 
served without pay. Even the telephone and secretarial costs have been fur- 
nished by the members of the commission without one penny of expense to the 
taxpayers. The commission feels that it has been amply rewarded by being able 
to participate in restoring Virginia Beach so that it can again be enjoyed by the 
thousands of people who visit it each year. 

Respectfully submitted. 

Epwarkp H. Cuurcu, Chairman, 
H. BE. HAusTeAD, Vice Chairman, 
JAMES G. KANTOPANOS, 

©. T. WHITEHEAD, 

R. B. TAYLOR. 


An Itemization of Expenditures, period April 3, 1952, to March 12, 1953 





Land and dredging rights : <scnbeitecBacese th enh . $31, 361. O07 
Borings to locate sand sources- hi lee ahi 5, 992. 00 
Miscellaneous—stationery, printing, “bond EO Goes em ncnns 364. 05 
Attorney’s fees—titles, etc__-- ee CR : a. 2, 200. 00 
Seawall and walkway repairs and be ic ckfilling Snes ae 39, 250. 98 
Mngineering and contingencies..._...................... 2 46, 473. 96 
Dredging ‘engi ‘i acai ; , 573, 392. 00 

Subtotal__-_ ; : : 7 bat 699, 034. 06 


Funds received from : 
State of Virginia__- he 
City of Virginia Beach_ Satie 
OS "eee 


— wie 80, 000. 00 
ail calss 632, 000. 00 
a = 2, 965. 94 








Estimated additional cost to complete entire project : 





Repairs to walkway and replacement hand-rails as. 209, 618. 00 
Pee seating and GUGIIE ec diécikscicnncmtieamdnwonnna 30, 000. 00 
eee OE Bee THN os Sadie hcl bbdameninimwmine 160, 000. 00 
Engineering and contingencies........................._~- 44, 962. 00 


Dredging —--- at et aaa aint aaa = 15, 924. 00 
4, 460. 00 


Land and dredging I cai d «cs cpanel atlases enantio 


UNNI, ss ssscctsencertndnlapnedlec tune alata ta a dich ee 





Total estimated cost__-- : ean aad : . 1. 163, 998. 06 


Cost of the entire project will be amortized through a special tax fund and 
contributions from the State of Virginia and will not reflect in or affect real 
or personal property tax rates or licenses. 
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CITY OF VIRGINIA BEACH, VA. 


VIRGINIA BEACH EROSION COMMISSION, 
Virginia Beach, Va. 

DEAR Sirs: Your annual report has been read with much interest. We, of the 
official family have watched the progress of restoration daily and are extremely 
gratified with the results, and wish to commend all of you for the wonderful 
accomplishment and recommend that you prepare this report in brochure form 
as wide distribution as possible. 

Very truly yours, 
P. F. Murray, Mayor, 
H. L. Grecory, Councilman, 
G. C. MANSON, Councilman, 
J. W. McCompss, Councilman, 
F. A. Duscu, Councilman, 
W. W. McCrLanan, Councilman, 


EXHIBIT C 


REPORT OF THE VIRGINIA BEACH EROSION COMMISSION TO THE PEOPLE OF VIRGINIA 





BEACH 
1. INTRODUCTION 
Che referendum on the proposed bond issue for beach restoration will be held 
March $1, 1953. It is important that you should have all of the facts bearing on 
matter, which is vital to the « mic and civic improvement of Virginia 
B el 
Accordil ich Erosion Commission submits herewith to the 
ple of \ g report of the actions thus far taken in 
carry t I ind of the further actions proposed 
prov h the case of certain important decisions, 
f controversial discussions, detailed analysis 
W be pres isis on which the decisions were taken. Many 
of the tecl ul the program in general are too voluminous to 
be reproduced here. These, however, are in the commission’s files and may be 
studied by anyone who is interested in then 
Since the problem of beach erosion is not a new one, and since most residents 
of Virginia Beach are thoroughly familiar with it and with its effects on our 
economy, no attempt will be made to relate the long history of erosion in our 
community. A very complete account and a full analysis of the natural forces 


which created our problem are contained in the Report of the Joint Beach 
Erosion Study of Virginia Beach prepared by the Norfolk district engineer’s 
office, of the Corps of Engineers 

To combat this problem, the Virginia Beach Erosion Commission was created 
by enactment of the Virginia General Assembly in the 1952 session. The com- 
plete text of the enactment is given here, because it is necessary to a complete 
understanding of subsequent developments. The commission’s duties and the 
scope of its powers should be particularly noted. 

(ACT) 
HOUSE BILL NO. 103 
Offered January 16, 1952 
A bill to create the Virginia Beach Erosion Commission and to prescribe 
powers, functions, and duties, of the Commission so created 
Patron—Mr. H. B. Davis 

Be it enacted by the General Assembly of Virginia: 

1. A commission is hereby created for the city of Virginia Beach to be known 
as the Virginia Beach Erosion Commission which is to be composed of five 
members to be appointed by the Governor. All the said members of the Com- 
mission shall he citizens of the City of Virginia Beach. Two members of the 
said Commission shall be appointed for a term of two years and three mem- 
bers of the said Commission shall be appointed for a term of four years. Upon 
the expiration of the term of the members appointed for two years, their suc- 
cessors shall be appointed for a term of four years. The said Commission shall 
be a body corporate invested with the rights, powers and authority and charged 
with the duties set forth in this section. The Commission may elect one of its 
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members as chairman and may appoint such officers and agents as it may re- 
quire. A majority of the members of the Commission shall constitute a quorum. 

2. The Virginia Beach Erosion Commission hereby created shall have all the 
powers necessary and convenient to carry out the purposes for which it is 
created, including the following powers in addition to others herein granted : 

(a) To sue and be sued; to have a seal and to alter same at pleasure; to have 
perpetual succession; to make and execute instruments necessary and con- 
venient to the exercise of the powers of the Commission; and to make and from 
time to time amend and repeal bylaws, rules and regulations not inconsistent 
with law to carry out the general purposes of the Commission. 

(b) The general purpose of the Commission hereby created is to stop, impede 
or correct erosion along the Atlantic Coast in the City of Virginia Beach, and 
to the this end, the said Commission shall have power to erect, construct and 
maintain jetties, groins, seawalls, to pump or otherwise place sand or any kind 
of material upon the beach for the purpose of correcting or controlling erosion ; 
to acquire land, rights-of-way, sand, or any kind of material to attain or carry 
out the objects of the Commission; to improve, beautify, maintain and preserve 
the ocean front in the city of Virginia Beach; and to provide for the construction, 
reconstruction, improvement, alteration, repair, or replacement of any jetty, 
groin, seawall, sand or other material. 

(c) To contract with any person, firm or corporation for the performance 
of such act or acts necessary to carry out the purposes for which the Commis- 
sion is created. 

(d) The Council of the City may appropriate such funds to the said Com- 
mission as it deems necessary to carry out the purposes for which this Com- 
mission is created. 

(e) The Commission may accept and expend to carry out the purposes of 
this act any gift, grant or donation from any public or private source. 

3. An emergency exists and this act is in force from its passage. 

Among the Commission’s first acts was the retaining of the Consulting Engi- 
neering firm of Myron Sturgeon Engineers, Norfolk, Va., and the presenting of 
a request to the City Council of Virginia Beach for funds with which to under- 
take the program recommended by the Corps of Engineers in the Joint Report 
previously mentioned. The essential features of the recommended program 
were, briefly, to restore the beach by the artificial placement of sand; and if 
the subsequent loss of beach material should prove to be of such magnitude as 
to justify the capital outlay for the construction of a system of groins, to con- 
struct them. 


2. PRELIMINARY PLANS ESTIMATES 


The first task of the consulting engineers was to formulate a plan for the 
carrying out the recommended program of the joint report, and to prepare esti- 
mates of its cost. This task had already been started by the consulting engineers 
in November 1951, on authorization by the city council. 

The consulting engineers proposed the following measures : 

(a) The artificial placement of sand by means of hydraulic dredgings, since 
this was estimated to be the most economical method, the quickest method, the 
method which would result in the least interruption of the community’s affairs, 
and the method which would provide collateral benefits to the community by 
creating a potential small boat harbor 

(b) The performance of the dredging operation in the area of Rudee Inet, 
Lake Rudee, and Lake Wesley because this was the only area in which could be 
found the quantity of material which would produce the sand necessary for the 
restoration of the beach to the limits recommended by the joint report. This 
opinion was based on surveys and deep borings and on the consideration of the 
possible effects of the dredging operation on the sea coast. It was not based on 
superficial observations of the surface of the ground, which might have led to 
the mistaken conclusion that a few feet of wind blown sand overlying clay meant 
the presence of large quantities of sand available for dredging. 

(c) The accomplishment of the dredging work in three stages: first, from 
7th Street to 22d Street; second, from 22d Street to the northern city limits at 
{9th Street; third, from Rudee Inlet to 7th Street. 

These were the essential features of the consulting engineers’ recommenda- 
tions for initial beach restoration. The complete engineering analysis on which 
the recommendations were founded are contained in a paper entitled “Data ft 


48358—54 vol, 2 ‘ 
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Analysis of Design,” dated April 8, 1952, which is in the commission’s records 
and available for examination by anyone. The paper is important to a complete 
understanding of the program. 

The consulting engineers’ original estimate of the cost of the three succes- 
sive stages of the initial restoration project totaled $1,079,859. This did not 
include the future maintenance of the beach, nor did it include the extensive 
rehabilitation and improvement of the boardwalk which is now being planned 
by the commission, to be financed out of the proposed bond issue. This original 
estimate is given below in table 1, as estimate A, to permit a comparison of the 
cost of each item of the estimate with the actual cost of completing the items so 
far completed or with the currently anticipated cost to complete each item not 
so far completed. The latter costs are set forth in a separate column. For fur- 
ther comparison, the estimate of the Norfolk district engineer’s office contained 
in the joint report is given below as table 2, estimate B. 














TABLE 1 
— a A Actual or 
consulting 
; at currently 
Ite De T encineers “ye 
aia anticipated 
original final cost 
estimate sia 
1 | Landa i $36, 320 1 $35, 821. 07 
2/ Rel t 14, 470 0 
9 | Re 83, 180 3 69, 250. 98 
4 | Dr i ds at $0.57 4 697. 720 3 589, 316. 00 
5 | Jetties at 150, 000 3 160, 000. 00 
Subtotal 981, 690 854, 388. 05 
6 | Engineering and contingencies 98, 169 1 46, 473. 96 
7 | Attcrasen teen. titindete 0 1 2, 200. 00 
8 Commission’s overhead, supplies, etc 0 1 364. 05 
9 Bor <5 0 15, 992. 00 
Subtotal estimate A 1, 079, 859 909, 418. 06 
10 | Rehabilitation and improvement of boardwalk ° 209, 618 3 209, 618. 00 
11 | Engineering and contingencies on uncompleted work a 0 3 44, 962. 00 
Tota] _. ‘ ses ‘ 1, 289, 477 1, 163, 998. 06 
1 Actual 


? The actual cost of this item is approximately $2,000. It is included in dredging cost in the Commission’s 
record 
* Estimated. 











4 The amount $589,316 is the sum of actual cost of $573,392 and anticipated cost of $15,924. 
5 In the consulting engineers’ original estimate, borings were included in item 6, Engineering and con- 
tingencies 
¢ This item was not contemplated in the consulting engineer’s original estimate 
TABLE 2.—LHstimate B 
Iter Descriptior Estimated cost 
1. Artificial restoration of beach throughout town limits by truck haul of sand from dune areas 
north of town limits: 1,100,000 cubic yards, at $0.80 ‘ $880, 000 
2. Contingencies, eugineering, eT VISIO 280, 000 
otal estimated cost ; 1, 160, 000 


Norte.—The work on which this estimate is based does not include repairs or rehabilitation and improve- 
ment of boardwalk; or jetties at Rudee Inlet 


It is the opinion of the commission and of the consulting engineers, that a 
remarkably close agreement is found between the original estimates and the 
actual or currently anticipated costs. 


3. FUNDS MADE AVAILABLE 


In response to the commission’s request for funds the city council in session 
on March 17, 1952, unanimously adopted the following ordinance. 

Whereas it is of paramount importance that necessary steps be taken to correct 
erosion at Virginia Beach; and 

Whereas the Legislature of Virginia has created a Virginia Beach Erosion 
Commisison, which has been duly appointed and organized ; and 

Whereas it is necessary that the said commission have funds to begin the work 
to correct the said erosion; and 

Whereas arrangements have been made to borrow the sum of $250,000 from 
various banks on tax anticipation notes, which are to be paid from the funds 
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received by special taxes on hotels, restaurants, cigarettes, and admission ; Now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved That the council of the city of Virginia Beach does hereby appropriate 
the sum of $250,000 to the Virginia Beach Erosion Commission to be used for the 
purposes for which it was created, and the treasurer of the city of Virginia Beach 
is hereby authorized, empowered and instructed to pay over to the treasurer of 
the said commission the said sum of $250,000, but before the said sum is paid 
over the said treasurer of the said commission shall be bonded according to law. 
The said commission is respectfully requested to furnish monthly statements to 
the council of the expenditures and the books of the commission to be audited 
annually. 

Attest: True copy. 

R. A. Jones, Clerk. 


Subsequent ordinances were adopted, appropriating funds to the commisison 
as required to carry out the work. The total of all such appropriations by the 
council amounts at this time to $632,000. 

Subsequently, the general assembly appropriated funds in the amount of 
$80,000 to the city of Virginia Beach for beach erosion in the current biennium, 
These funds were immediately made available to the commission to meet the 
requirements of the dredging operation. 


4. LAND ACQUISITION 


Estimate A above shows the consulting engineers’ estimate for land acquisition 
to provide for the dredging, in the total amount of $36,320. The original plans 
for the dedging project prepared by the consulting engineers contemplated the 
acquisition of 53.18 acres, owned by various individuals and corporations. As 
the first step in acquisition, the commission appointed an appraisal committee of 
its own members to appraise each parcel. The commisison retained the services 
of Harold B. Kellam and Henley Moore as real estate agents to acquire the prop- 
erty. ‘he platted designation of each parcel, the owner, the acreage, the con- 
sulting engineers’ estimate, the appraisal committee’s appraisal and the final 
agreed price, are all set forth in table 3 below. 


TABLE 3 


| | 
| Consulting | Appraisal 





Owner Area acres} engineer’s committee Final agreed 
estimated cost appraisal price 
1. For sand supply | 
Shore Acres ! 1. 66 $400 | 0 0 
The Highlands, Inc 19. 44 8, 000 | $8, 000 $8, 019. 00 
Gus G. Opolus_.- 66 1, 600 1, 800 2, 109. 15 
ri a Beach Holding Corp.'_- 34 400 0 a 
Croatan Beach Corp. et al? 16, 94 23, 460 23, 460 23. 160. 00 
A, L. & Mary P. Martin 17 250 500 ” 502. 99 
F. Facchini 3 17 250 250 0 
Wm. E. Manlove? -17 250 250 0 
Virginia Department Highway R of W'! 77 75 0 0 
N. & 8S. R. R. Co. 92 1, 000 1, 000 1, 000. 00 
Total for sand supply- \ 41.24 35, 685 35, 260 35, 091. 07 
2. For spoil area ; 
The Highlands, Inc 5. 44 385 300 0 
Virginia-Florida Development Co 6. 04 200 200 0 
Shore Acres sthmbipotbbdue nm 46 50 50 0 
Total for spoil area 5 11. 94 635 550 0 s 
Real Estate Agents’ Commission 730. 00 
RR va sneccctssnriase - od 36, 320 35, 810 635, 821. 07 


1 Acquired without cost. 

2 The property as shown by the consulting engineers’ estimate comprised 16.94 acres to be acquired in 
fee simple. The final agreement was for perpetual sand or dredging rights to 20.09 acres for the sum of 
$23,460 

§ Not purchased. 

4 By previous agreement with the N. & 8. R. R., the Croatan Beach Corp. controlled this property An 
agreement was made hereby the Croatan Beach Corp. will convey same in fee simple to the erosion. com- 
mission for $1,000. 

§ The spoil areas were marsh areas for wasting materia] unsuitable for pumping on the beach. 
decision was to pump all material on the beach. Therefore, these areas were not purchased. 

6 Contract agreements for this sum which covers all properties shown have been made. Actual expendi- 
tures to Mar. 12, 1953, are $31,361.07, the remainder due is $4,460. 


Fina) 
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The commission conceived it to be advantageous to the public interest to 
acquire fee simple title to as much as possible of the land on which the dredging 
would be performed. It was thought that if a small boat harbor should be 
developed as a by-product of beach restoration, it would be desirable to have 
a public water front for future recreational development. Accordingly the 
commission adopted the policy of acquisition in fee simple and authorized the 
real estate agents to tender offers to each of the property owners in the amounts 
set forth under the column headed, in table 3, “Appraisal committee appraisals.” 
Except for the parcels owned by Croatan, Manlove, Facchini, and the Norfolk & 
Southern, acquisition in fee simple was completed without difficulty. 

Croatan, Manlove and Facchini refused to sell at the prices offered by the 
commission, whereupon the commission instructed its attorneys to study and 
report on the feasibility of entering condemnation suits, and to prepare briefs 
in such suits if feasible. 

In the meantime the Croatan Beach interests offered to sell the land required, 
in fee simple, for $117,000, which offer was rejected by the commission. The 
corporation then offered to sell the required material in borrow pit for 15 cents 
per cubic yard. This offer was rejected. The corporation then offered to sell 
the material in borrow pit for 10 cents per cubic yard. This offer was rejected. 
These offers were all based on the dredging areas contemplated by the original 
plan of the consulting engineers 

Following these exchanges, the commission concluded from its legal advice, 
that its right to condemn the land in question for acquisition in fee simple for 
any other purpose than to provide directly for beach restoration and mainte- 
nance was doubtful, and that so long as beach material could be provided by 
any other kind of acquisition, such for example as borrow pit purchase at a 
reasonable price, a condemnation suit would be uncertain of success, and would 
in any event result in delays which would imperil the program. 

While these events were developing, the commission had already awarded a 
dredging contract on April 30, 1952, and the dredging operation was under way. 
The work was confined to the areas in which the commission had already 
ac quired title 

By now, the discussions with the Croatan Beach interests had entered a new 
phase. These interests proposed to sell perpetual dredging rights in an area 
which was generally the same as that originally considered, but which differed 
somewhat in the details of its limits, for a lump-sum price of $23,460. The 
consulting engineers reported that on the basis of surveys and borings, the 
revised area could be expected to yield the necessary quantity of suitable 
material 

At this point it becomes necessary to understand the effect on subsequent 
developments of the ownership status of parcel A-15-(a), listed as N. & S. R. R. 
in Table 3. In acquiring the lands of the Highlands Corp., the commission had 
acquired 6.42 acres in, and adjoining, what is known as Lake Wesley. The land 
the commission was endeavoring to acquire in parcel A-15—(a) from the Norfolk 
Southern Railway was the narrow strip of right-of-way extending from Pacific 
Avenue to the Croatan Beach area. Obviously, the owner of this strip could 
control access to the part of Lake Wesley which the commission owned. 
Moreover, the strip comprised a substantial portion of the shoreline of the 
dredged waterway When the consulting engineers’ original estimate was made, 
it was thought that the parcel was owned by the Highlands Corp. Its value was 
estimated at $1,000 in the original estimate. It developed, however, that the 
Norfolk Southern Railway owned it, subject to certain rights of the Croatan 
Beach interests. The commission’s attorney was of the opinion that the com- 
mission could not acquire title in this parcel so long as the Croatan Beach 
interests wished to oppose it, without resorting to condemnation proceedings. 

- The Croatan Beach interests’ offer to sell the dredging rights mentioned, for 
$23,460, included an offer to sell the very important Parcel A—15—(a), in fee 
simple, for the additional sum of $1,000, the original value placed on it. 

At this point the commission’s decision in dealing with the problem of procur- 
ing heach restoration material from lands owned by the Croatan Beach interests 
had to be made. The essential considerations were: 

(a) That while the commission considered it desirable to acquire land in fee 
simple, in order to provide collateral benefits to the community, its powers of 
condemnation were at least doubtful in this case; at the best a long legal delay 
could be anticipated which would imperil the entire beach restoration program. 

(b) That the procurement of the material owned by the Croatan Beach interest 
was essential to the program. 








4 
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(c) That this material could be procured at a cost to the community of 
$23,460, which is reasonable as shown by table 3, if the commission would 
accept perpetual dredging rights instead of fee simple title. 

(d@) That the material could only be procured otherwise, in the time available, 
by purchasing the land in fee simple for the sum of $117,000. 

(e) That the Croatan Beach interests would also sell parcel A~15-(a) for the 
additional sum of $1,000, in fee simple. 

The commission concluded that it could not justify the expenditure of $117,000, 
of public funds for the acquisition of land in Princess Anne County which might 
in the future be developed for recreational purposes by the city, nor could it risk 
the delay incident to attempting a condemnation action which had little prospect 
of success. Therefore, the commission accepted the general terms imposed by the 
Croatan Beach interests and considered that by procuring perpetual dredging 
rights in 20.09 acres owned by the Croatan Beach interests for $23,460; and at the 
same time securing parcel A-15-(a) in fee simple, it had acted in the public 
interest. 

Referring again to table 3, the properties of Manlove and Facchini have not 
been acquired by the commission because they are small and are not, moreover, 
of the critical importance of the Croatan Beach interests’ property to the pro- 
gram. The commission has no intention of acquiring these properties except in 
fee simple and at a reasonable price. 


5. PROGRESS AND RESULTS OF BEACH RESTORATION 


The commission has summarized the progress and results of the Beach Restora 
tion program thus far in a letter to the Norfolk District Engineer, Corps of En- 
i 


gineers, dated March 27, 1958. This letter is reproduced in full. The exhibits 
referred to in it are available for examination in the Commission’s records. 


Re: Beach Restoration—Rudee Inlet to 49th Street, Virginia Beach, Va., 
March 27, 1953. 


DISTRICT ENGINEER, CORPS OF ENGINEER, NORFOLK DISTRICT, 
Fort Norfolk, Norfolk, Va. 

DeAR Sir: Reference is made to your letter dated May 5, 1952, file No. NAOGW, 
whereby you requested that certain data be submitted to your office in connec 
tion with the above captioned project, in order that no obstructions to qualifying 
for Federal financial assistance would be present in the event the project is even 
tually approved by Congrses. 

The data requested was transmitted to your office by our consultants, Myron 
Sturgeon Engineers, by letters dated May 15, 1952, and July 8, 1952. Among 
these data was a report captioned “Data for Analysis of Design.” Part II, 
section 1, of the report outlined the proposed incremental program of construc 
tion which contemplated three steps of construction, the first from 7th to 22d 
Street, the second from 22d to 49th Street, and the third from Rudee Inlet to 7th 
Street. The circumstances which appeared to necessitate such a program were 
set forth, and among these was “the economic limitation imposed by the commu 
nity’s fiscal situation.” It was anticipated that some time might have to elapse 
between the completion of the first increment and the underaking of he second. 
Provision was made in the contract under which the project is being carried 
out, for this incremental program. 

By September 10, 1952, however, it became evident that the commission could 
command sufficient funds to undertake the second increment work immediately, 
following the first, and on that date the contractor was instructed to proceed 
accordingly. 

To date, approximately 1,250,000 cubic yards of material has been dredged and 
deposited on the beach, including all classes of material, no selection having been 
made in the dredging area. The design berm has been completed to 42d Street 
and partially completed to 46th Street. 

The composite material available for dredging thus far in the program con- 
tains a relatively large fraction of fine material. Wherever this fraction was 
preponderant, its presence caused the coarser fractions to set at extremely 
flat slopes, exceeding a 40 to 1 slope ratio in some segments of the beach. Thus, 
in order to attain the stipulated berm elevation of 7 mean low water, at 100 feet 
outboard of the walkway, the fore slope would have to extend seaward as much 
as 500 feet. 

Observations made in such areas as the work progressed showed clearly that 
the fore slope material was moved by wave action to the berm area, and resulted, 
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within a few weeks, or even days after placing, in a berm of height and width 
exceeding those stipulated. Of course, the subsequent action of waves resulted 
in the further alteration of the profile. The present situation is one in which the 
berm is generally higher and narrower than the design profile, and in which the 
presence of an offshore bar is well established, even by such meagre surveys as 
were possible during the past winter. 

The segment of beach on which material has been placed during the winter 
months had been. and continued to be, subjected to unusually severe winter de- 
gradation, which had the effect of increasing the apparent amount of fill required, 
and the continuing effect of transporting material from the beach berm to an off- 
shore bar, notwithstanding the initial build-up of the berm by wave action fol- 
lowing the deposition of material on flat fore slopes mentioned in the preceding 
paragraph. 

Notwithstanding these adverse conditions, the berm was constructed to a 
minimum elevation of 5.8 mean sea level and a width of 100 feet from 7th Street 
to 42d Street, as shown by Progress Record of Beach Restoration, 1952-53, one 
cop yof which is submitted herewith. The material of which the berm and 
fore slope is composed is coarser than that found in place prior to commencing 
the dredging operation, as shown by the Comparative Analysis of Beach and 

tottom Samplings, 1952-53, one copy of which is submitted herewith. 

By the time that initial restoration to the full design width and height had 
been completed to 42d Street about February 1, 1953, it had been concluded in 
the light of all observed data, that except for the unusual degradation of the 
northerly segment, a sufficient quantity of sand had been placed on the beach to 
provide the design profile from 7th to 49th Street, and that this material would, 
in summer, be so distributed as to create such a profile, material from the off- 
shore bar then being found on the beach proper, and the normal along shore 
movement replenishing the segment from 42d to 49th Street to the design profile. 
In short, it was concluded that the beach had been fully restored in accordance 
with the recommendations of the district engineer’s report of the joint study, 
from 7th Street to 49th Street; and that the first and second stages of the adopted 
incremental program had been fully completed. 

In the segment from Rudee Inlet northward, restoration of which comprises 
the third stage of the adopted incremental program, the situation was compli- 
eated by the dredging operations in Rudee Inlet. Data relative to this situa- 
tion is being developed in connection with the proposed planning of channel pro- 
tective works, which are deemed necessary to provide a means of utilizing the 
only available supplies of beach material available for dredging at this time. 
These data will be submitted at an early date in connection with an application 
for permit for the construction of such works. Pending such development, and 
especially since the problem of property values and revenues in the segment 
mentioned are of less magnitude than elsewhere, it is not considered feasible to 
undertake beach replenishment in it at this time: but that the method of such 
replenishment should be re-examined following the construction of the protec- 
tive works and study of their effect upon the movement of beach material along 
shore and in the littoral current. 

In view of these circumstances, the commission suspended dredging operations 
on February 4, 1953. Arrangements have been made for the dredging equip- 
ment to remain in the vicinity of Rudee Inlet for an indefinite period with the 
idea of dredging the entrance channel following construction of the protective 
works. Dredged material will, of course, be deposited on the beach. 

The commission will welcome the district engineer’s comments on the action 
taken. As stated, it is believed to be fully in accordance with the recommenda- 
tions of the Joint Report. The deferment of restoration between Rudee Inlet 
and 7th Street results from the need for construction of entrance protective 
works which, as stated above, are deemed necessary to provide a means of uti- 
lizing the only known supplies of beach material available for dredging at this 
time; such supples being necessary for the future beach replenishment to which 
the commission and the city of Virginia Beach are committed not only in the 
community’s economic interest, but also to support the position of the commis- 
sion and the city in their request for Federal participation in the cost of the 
beach restoration program. 

Very truly yours, 
VIRGINTA BEACH EROSION COMMISSION, 
By E. H. Cuvurcn, Chairman. 
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6. JETTIES AND FUTURE MAINTENANCE 


The above letter to the district engineer sets forth the opinion that the preser- 
vation of a channel at Rudee Inlet is necessary for the future maintenance of 
the beach. The consulting engineer’s opinion in this matter is given in detail 
in a letter the commission dated February 12, 1953. The commission concurs 
in their opinion, which is as follows: 

“1. Periodic surveys of the beach before, during, and after the initial restora- 
tion have shown that while a satisfactory stability has been attained, a sub- 
stantial annual loss of beach material is to be expected, and must be com- 
pensated by periodic replenishment. These surveys confirm in general the 
evaluation of anticipated results set forth in the report of the joint study pre- 
pared by the district engineer’s office, but suggest that the annual loss of 36,000 
cubic yards found in the report is likely to reach 50,000 cubic yards. 

“2 The frequency of beach replenishment can be determined only in the light 
of continued observation. It may tentatively be taken at 3 or 4 years. In any 
case, it appears that within 15 years it will be necessary to place 750,000 cubic 
yards of material. The results of the current dredging operation confirm the 
commission’s selection of dredging as the most feasible method of beach restora- 
tion and replenishment, the only alternative so far seen being truck haul of 
dune sand from the Cape Henry area. 

“3. The selection of the Rudee Inlet area as the site of the initial dredging 
operation was based on the considerations set forth at length in Data for 
Analysis of Design which was submitted by the commission to the district engi- 
neer, together with the plans and specifications for the initial projects, in con- 
nection with the commission’s request for Federal participation in cost. Sec- 
tion II-1 of this paper states that the analysis of borings showed the avail- 
ability in the area of a total quantity of 1,224,070 cubic yards, which the initial 
beach restoration was estimated to require. It now appears that the initial 
restoration will require 1,275,000 cubic yards, and that this quantity is avail- 
able in the area. In addition, it is now estimated that approximately 150,000 
cubic yards will remain in the area as a source of supply for future replenish- 
ment, after the initial restoration has been completed. Thus, it 1s seen that 
about 600,000 cubic yards of beach material will have to be provided from other 
sources within the next 15 years. At the present time some reason exists to 
believe that a source of supply is available in the general vicinity of Lake 
Rudee; and that this material can be pumped economically, by means of small 
dredging equipment transported by land to the dredging site, into the deeper 
areas of Lake Wesley or Lake Rudee, which can be used as storage and hehan- 
dling basins. In this manner as much as 250,000 cubic yards can be accumulated 
at one time. At such intervals as are found appropriate a large dredge can be 
brought in from the ocean to pump this accumulated material to the beach. 
Additional surveys will be required to determine the total quantities available 
from such source. If, after the 150,000 cubic yards which will remain in Lake 
Wesley following the current operation has been used, the method of procuring 
additional material by storage and rehandling does not yield a sufficient quan- 
tity, the only other source of dredging material will be the offshore bottom. 

“4. The potentialties of the Linkhorn Bay-Little Neck Creek area as a source 
of dredged material are discussed in the paper on Data for Analysis of Design. 
Borings completed after the preparation of the paper showed such subsurface 
conditions as to eliminate the area entirely from consideration as an economical 
source, especially for a replenishment operation, in which a large initial mobili- 
zation cost would have to be allocated to a small quantity of material. Like- 
wise, the paper discussed the possibility of the offshore bottom as a source of 
supply but stated that the possibility of dredging in the open sea by means of 
conventional hydraulic dredging equipment was so remote that no investiga- 
tion of the character of the offshore material had been made. Subsequent sur- 
veys incident to the current operation showed that the offshore bottom could 
provide suitable material for beach replenishment. At the same time, experience 
with the current operation amply supported the conclusion that offshore dredg- 
ing was not at all feasible for the initial beach restoration, as long as no harbor 
of refuge exists within the safe reach. However, if a harbor is made at Rudee 
Inlet, such offshore dredging would be feasible. 

“5. It may be concluded that the exploitation of the three possible sources of 
supply for future beach replenishment are dependent upon access to Rudee Inlet 
and the adjacent waters, 
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“(a) To permit dredging of the estimated 150,000 cubic yards which will 
remain in the area following the current operation 
‘(b) To permit rehandling of material to be stored in the area 
“(c) To provide refuge for a dredge engaged in hydraulic operations offshore.” 
In the Data for Analysis of Design previously mentioned, the length of 500 
feet was tentatively suggested on the basis of the most general considerations, no t 
surveys or studies having been made by the consulting engineers. Recently con- | 
ferences have been held with the United States Beach Erosion Board in Wash- [ 
ington, relative to the final design of these structures. The primary interest of 
the Board is in the effect of shore structures on beach stability. The Board does 
not. at this time, look with favor on the construction of long jetties at Rudee 
Inlet. Therefore, the consulting engineers have been instructed to prepare plans 
for jetties which will be short enough to prevent radical changes in the normal 
beach movement, but which will be long enough to provide at least a measure of 
channel protection. This length has not been determined. It will, however, be 
substantially less than 500 feet, and of course the cost will be substantially re- 
duced. If, after the short jetties have been built, the subsequent behavior of the 
beach makes it feasible, then they can be extended readily, thereby, further in- 
creasing effective channel depth. The design of the channel and jetties will be 
earried out in full conformity with whatever opinions the Erosion Board and 
the district engineer’s office will express 
The commission and the consulting engineers are well aware of the complica- 
tions which may result from the effect of the jetty construction on the existing ad 
beach conditions. They are well aware of the fact that certain measures may 
have to be taken to counteract these effects once they can actually be determined. 
But they remain of the opinion that the maintenance of a channel at Rudee 
Inlet is essential for the future maintenance of the beach. 


7. BEAUTIFICATION AND IMPROVEMENT OF BOARDWALK 


Following observation of the effects of fall and winter storms on the restored 
beach, the commission concluded that the permanent results would be so satis- 
factory as to justify an expenditure for the rehabilitation, improvement, and 
beautification of the boardwalk, in order to increase the attraction of the beach 
in the community’s ecenomic interest. The following program of improvement 
and beautification is recommended by the commission : 


1. Deck repair and improvement: 


(a) Concrete slab, 7th St. to 25th St ‘ ; $73, 333. 00 

(b) Plant mix, 25th St. to 35th St 2, 045. 00 
2. Face of boardwalk: 

(a) Gunite, 9th St. to 25th St - ; 36, 240. 00 

(b) Patch, 25th St. to 35th St , 2 10, 000. 00 
3. Railing: 

(a) New railing, 7th St. to 35th St 78, 000. 00 

Total te ‘ 209, 618. 00 


8. METHOD OF FINANCING 


The city of Virginia Beach, in order to provide funds required by the commis- 
sion to restore the beach and continue its future maintenance adopted a special 
tax on amusements, hotels, restaurants, and the sale of tobaccos. 
In order to provide immediate funds for the commission to complete the pro- 
gram of beach restoration, and to refund short term loans incurred as of to-date ' ‘ 
which have been used by the commission to finance a part of the construction 
cost of restoring sand to the beach during the past year, it is necessary that the 
city issue bonds for this purpose in the amount of $900,000. 
These bonds are to be amortized by funds derived from the special tax, and they 
will not reflect in or affect real or personal property tax rates in the city of , 
Virginia Beach. 
A statement showing the approximate legal bonded limit of the city and its 
existing long term indebtedness is as follows: 
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The City of Virginia Beach, Va.—Statement of long term indebtedness— 
Feb. 28, 1953 


Total assessed valuation of real estate and improvements thereon as of January 
1, 1953, which controls the legal bonded limits of the city—Description : 


Land $6, 553, 500. 00 
Pees 8 tO ee oe ee i a ee eee 12, 513, 090. 00 
14 assessed value public utilitie s L "167, 377. 00 
Total assessed values_____- _ le _. 19, 233, 967. 00 
Legal bonded limit: 18 percent of $19 ,290,96% —— 3, 462, 114. 06 
Long term indebtedness—Bonded debt: 
Sewage disposal $50, 000, 00 
General obligation 1, 015, 000. 00 
P. A. County—debt assumption from previ 
ous annexation of county territory 12, 198. 00 
Total bonded debt 1, 107, 198, 00 


State literary fund loan for Virginia Beach High School____----~ 700, 000. 00 


Total long term indebtedness se = tA es 1, 807, 198. 00 
Assets of the debt commission for rede mption | of 
weet: 
‘ash i $57, 270. 05 
Cash with fiscal agents : 
Central Hanover Bank & Trust Co 5, 442. 50 
National Bank of Commerce_______-~~ 67. 50 
Investments: 
I a ak koe 81, 028. 00 


NO Te enccitcermenmteeen weds 46, 568. 44 


Total assets__-- i ; ; 190, 376. 49 
Net indebtedness Feb. 28, 19538 1, 616, 821. 51 

This report is submitted to the people of Virginia Beach in the hope that it will 
acquaint them more fully with the details of the beach restoration program than 
it has been possible to do heretofore. 

Respectfully submitted. 

VIRGINIA BEACH EROSION COMMISSION, 
(Signed) KE. \ CuurcuH, Chairman. 

H. BE. HALSTED. 

C. . WHITEHEAD. 

J. G. KONTOPANOS. 

R. B. TAYLOon. 

Mr. Cuvurcn. As I told you before, our tourist trade is our life 
blood. We have in our service area at Little Creek a naval base, a 
naval shipyard, and our population is made up of about 40 percent 
service families. T oe Federal Government has helped us, particularly 
with our schools, because there are so many federally-connected 
children there. 

In order to get this project done something had to be done immedi- 
ately. The city sold $900,000 worth of bonds in 1953. They borrowed 
the money on short- term loans. Part of that the “y paid back in bond 
issues. They spent in excess of $1 million already. 

We are not asking the Federal Government to partic ipate in some 
of the repairs that, were made to our seawall, but our city is a small 
one and $1 million is a lot to us. I hope the Federal Government sees 
fit to help us. 

You will find a lot of interesting things in our statement. It shows 
pictures of our waterfront before and after, and also the source of 
our sand supply. We have a bypass plant that would be put at Rudee 
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Inlet to pass the sand from the south to the north in order to replenish 
the heng > Iso we have taken opt ions on and are acquiring land back 
from the lakes that we have pumped out before. We know the prob- 
lem will be with us forever and we have agreed with the Chief of the 
Army Engineers that we would maintain it and keep it as it Is. 

Gentlemen. if there are any questions, we have our consulting 
engineer with us and if you want any technical questions answered 
you might like to ask him. 

Mr. Ancect. Thank you, Mr. Church. 

Are there any questions of Mr. Church by members of the com- 
mittee ? 

Mr. Farton. Could I ask one question ? 

Mr. Anceni. Mr. Fallon. 

Mr. Farion. Are there any other private beaches in this area besides 
the Cavalier beach ? 

Mr. Cuurcn. There is one at 25th Street that they claim the Gov- 
ernment has excluded. It is approximately 150 feet. 

Mr. Fauion. All of the private beaches have been excluded ? 

Mr. Cuurcn. Yes, sir. The Cavalier and Princess Anne; and the 
rest of it is public beach. We have agreed to maintain it as a public 
beach forever. 

Mr. Anoeti. Thank you, Mr. Church. 

Mr. Robeson, you may call your next witness. 

Mr. Rosrson. Mr. Joseph McDonald, consulting engineer for the 
commission, is here, and we would like to have you hear him, if you 
will. 

Mr. Ancetx. Very well. Will you give your name in full and your 
title to the reporter ? 


STATEMENT OF JOSEPH McDONALD, CIVIL ENGINEER 


Mr. McDonatp. Joseph McDonald, civil engineer. 

Mr. Anceiti. You may proceed, Mr. McDonald. 

Mr. McDonatp. I have not had the opportunity of seeing the large- 
scale display map. It occurs to me from some of the questions the 
committee has asked I might be possibly able to furnish a little more 
clarifying information on certain matters. 

Mr. Anceii. Very well. You may proceed in your own way. 

Mr. MeDonatp. One thing is in connection with groins and similar 
construction. The sunken hulks that the gentleman referred to were 
sunk off the timber groin in order to have the effect of extending it. 
Their benefits are problematical, to say the least, and some considera- 
tion is being given to the removal of the hulks at the present time. 

As to the matter of ownership of privately owned beach property 
in connection with the Cavalier Hotel, it is in this area. The Cava- 
lier’s private ownership rights to the beach in question are subject to 
so much doubt that it may be considered to be in the public domain. 
Nevertheless, for the purposes of computation that section of the 
beach was excluded from the publicly owned portion. 

I believe, gentlemen, that my purpose here can best be served if vou 
have any specific questions you would like to address to me, and I will 
attempt to answer them. 

Mr. Mack. Are there any questions by members of the committee ? 
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Mr. Aucurncioss. I would like to ask a question about the barrier 
construction. Was it put off Virginia Beach some time ago? 

Mr. McDonaup. Yes, sir. In 1951. 

Mr. Avcuincioss. Do you know whether it was found to be effective 
or not? 

Mr. McDonap. In my opinion as an engineer it is not effective as 
a sand-impeding or littoral barrier. It does not serve the function 
a groin should serve for building up a beach on the upstream side of it. 

I am referring only to the hulks that I think you are talking about. 
They were not built as a parallel barrier in the nature of a break- 
water, but simply in the form of an extension of a normal groin. They 
were built here. This is a timber groin 450 feet long, measured from 
the face of the bulkhead, and those hulks lie right off it and extended 
probably more than 3 percent more than its original length. 

Mr. Aucutincioss. Thank you. 

Mr. Macx. Did you have a question, Mr. Fallon? 

Mr. Fatton. Mr. McDonald, I asked Mr. Church if those private 
beaches were excluded from this project and he said they were. 

Mr. McDona.p. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Fatiton. But I understood him to say that they were main- 
tained by the city of Virginia Beach. 

Mr. McDonaup. Only because it would be physically practically 
impossible to avoid maintaining them. The maintenance of this beac h 
is to be done broadly by preserving other beach material in the area 
from which it can be taken by the tides and carried into littoral cur- 
rents and along with the drift down the beach. Material put in this 
segment of the beach will drift along, and within a year the same 
bushel of material that was put here may be present in this segment 
of the beach down here. 

This small beach on what may be possibly privately owned beach 
is 200 feet in waterfront length, and it would be out of the ——— 
to keep the sand from drifting down into that segment of the beach. 

Mr. Fatiton. They will benefit by it? 

Mr. McDonatp. Yes, sir. Because it is impossible to keep them 
from benefiting by it. 

Mr. Scupper. May I ask a question? 

Mr. Mack. Mr. Scudder. 

Mr. Scupper. As an engineer, would you say this plan is developed 
in accordance with your views, and the Army engineers’, and you are 
in agreement on the type of work to be done? 

Mr. McDona.p. Yes, sir. We are completely in agreement. As 
a matter of fact, our assignment as consulting engineers to the Vir- 
ginia Beach Erosion Commission was to formulate immediate policies 
to supervise contracts and prepare plans and specifications, all in- 
tended to implement the recommendations set forth in the joint report. 
We have adhered strictly to those recommendations fundamentally. 
We have conferred with the Beach Erosion Board and the district 
engineer’s office on numerous occasions. Perhaps sometimes we have 
annoyed them a little bit by the insistence of our requests for their 
advice and comments and approval of everything we have done. 

Mr. Scupper. The project then will consist mainly of the building 
of groins? 

Mr. McDonatp. The construction of groins is the deferred portion 
of the program. It is not to be undertaken until the economic justi- 
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fication for the outlay of something over $900,000 for the groin con- 
struction has been proven by attempting to maintain the beach in the 
present way. The first = ~ of the program is to restore the beach 
and get sand back into the beach zone so the equilibrium can be main- 
tained by natural forces. 

We have accom plished the initial restoration and are in a main- 
tenance stage based on the hope that the groins will not be needed. 
We hope we will be able economically to put enough new sand on the 
beach annually to maintain the equilibrium under the natural forces. 
If we are able to do that then we won't ever have to have the groms. It 

ill take another year or two years before than can be finally deter- 
mined, perhaps. 

Mi I ALLON Does th beach race In a northe: asterly direct on 

Mr. McDonatp. Very slightly. It faces in a northeasterly scant. 
tr} e beach tre nds UST she@nchy west of north. Here is norch and the 
ben 1 turned hack a little bit to the west. 

Mr. Iau IN, Do the northeasters do much damage / 

Mr. MeDonaup. The northeasters are the most destructive storms 


by al d | irge, but at the same time they have a beneficial effect in that 
they bring about a redistribution of the beach material occasionally. 
The normal drift of beach material is down northward. <A north- 


easter will under mane circumstances have the effect of carrying part 
of the material which has drifted up out of the problem area back into 
it, so it can ae 

But that is unpredictable in that connection. 

Mr. Ance.t. Are there any further questions of Mr. McDonald ? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Aneésii. Does that complete your statement, Mr. McDonald? 

Mr. McDonatp. I believe so. That is all I have, sir. 

Mr. Aneeiti. Thank you, Mr. McDonald. 

Mr. Robeson, will you call your next witness ¢ 

Mr. RopEson. We have present here Mr. H. E. Halstead, vice chair- 
man of the Virginia Beach Erosion Commission; Mr. 8S. Kellam, for- 
mer director of the Virginia Department of Conservation and Devel- 
opment; Mr. E. W. Smith, commissioner of the revenue; Mr. Louis 
Smith, treasurer of Virginia Beach. Since time is running out, I do 
not believe, unless you gentlemen want further information, that we 

vill present these witnesses to give testimony. 

Mr. Anceii. They may file statements if they would like to do so. 

Mr. Rorrson. I would like to say that the urgency of doing some- 
thing immediately was so great that they could not wait and keep 
waiting because it would have meant maybe millions of dollars more 
would have to be spent. So we are in a position of having spent over 
>1 million on a project which was joined in by the Army engineers, 

ind which was done on their advice and with their cooperation. 

[ appreciate the fact that the committee may have to take care of 
this situation in some special way, since the money has been spent and 
it is ina way of speaking a kind of retroactive situation therein, which 
I appreciate has some difficulties. 

Mr. Aneetit. Thank you, Mr. Robeson. The committee will cer- 
tainly give the project very careful consideration. 

If there are no further witnesses, that concludes the hearing on this 
project. 
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Ocean Crry, N. J. 


Mr. Ancexu. We will take up the next project, which is Ocean City, 
N. J., beach-erosion project, House Document 184 of the 88d Congress. 

Colonel Alle nn, may we have your report ¢ 

Colonel Aten. The authority for this cooperative study is con- 
tained in the River and Harbor Act of 1930, Mr. Chairman. 

The cost of the study was $30,000, equally borne by the Federal Gov- 
ernment and local agencies. 

I think we are all familiar with the location of Ocean City. It is 
on the south portion of the New Jersey coast bet ween Sandy Hook and 
Cape May, and is about midway between Barnegat Inlet and Cape 
May. 

‘The area in question has a history of accretion and erosion over the 
last 100 years. In 1842 the chart showed there were two channels 
through what is now Great Egg Inlet. There was a middle ground 
shoal in this area, and much of what is now Ocean City was under 
the southern part of the inlet. The inlet started to migrate to the 
north to the point where the area at Absecon Island came down and 
joined up with what was formely the middle ground shoal. That 
material moved down to Ocean City, and, with the reduction from 2 
channels to 1, and movement of the middle ground shoal to the south 
aided by the erosion of the southern tip of Absecon Island, Ocean City 
was ina period of accretion. 

As it accreted, man built out to take advantage of the land that was 
built there. 

In the 1920’s the south shore of Absecon Island was protected by 
structures which were built in order to prevent any further erosion. 
With the completion of these structures and the completion of the 
movement of this middle ground shoal to the Ocean City area, Ocean 
City was attacked by waves. The supply of material to Ocean City 
was reduced and erosion —— to take place along the northern por- 
tion of the Ocean City are 

So in the last 100 years we e have had : a reversal of the process. Ocean 
City built up at the expense of this middle ground shoal and Longport 
area. When the middle ground shoal disappeared and Longport was 
fortified against wave attack, the erosion began in the Ocean City area. 

That is the history of the erosion at Ocean City in substance. The 
Ocean City people went into this cooperative study in an attempt to 
devise an economical method to reduce the erosion to which they were 
subjected. The report calls for the planned improvement of placing 
sandfill along the shores of the Ocean City area, and the deferred con- 
struction of groins. 

Insufficient information is available at this time to determine the 
economies of periodic nourishment of the beach versus the construction 
of groins. Until such time as full observation can be made of the 
economics of that, the groins are in a deferred status. 

The entire cost of the project is $992,000. The recommended Fed- 
eral share is $105,000. 

I would like to point out of the total frontage considered, only 31.7 
percent was publicly owned. One-third of that, or approxim: itely 10.6 
percent, is therefore the limit of Federal participation under existing 
policy. 
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In some projects we have considered the Federal Government is able 
under existing policy to participate to the extent of very nearly one- 
third of the total cost. In this case its share is 10.6 percent, by reason 
of the fact that considerable of the problem area is privately owned. 

The benefit-cost ratio of the project is 5.9. 

Mr. Anceti. That is a rather high ratio, is it not? 

Colonel Atien. Yes, it is. The New Jersey Department of Con- 
servation and Development concurred with the findings of the board 

and the city of Ocean City has concurred in the findings and has made 
a statement that it appears on the basis now that the deferred groin 
extensions should be accomplished. 

The Bureau of the Budget has no objection to the submission of 
the report to Congress. Local interests have already accomplished the 
initial part of the program by the placement of 21% million cubic 
yards of sand on the beach between 14th Street and Atlantic Boule- 
vard up in this area here. They have accomplished that in the same 
manner that the Virginia Beach local agencies have accomplished 
their work. 

Mr. Ancevi. And if the project is approved that would require 
reimbursement of the Federal share? 

Colonel Aten. It is in the same status as Virginia Beach. Yes. 

Mr. Ancexu. Are there any questions of the Colonel on this project ? 

Mr. Mack. Yes. 

Mr. Anoett. Mr. Mack. 

Mr. Mack. When you refer to the cost-benefit ratio being 5.9, does 
that apply just to the Federal contribution or the Federal and local 
contribution ? 

Colonel Aten. It is total costs versus total benefits, irrespective of 
the division of the costs. 

Mr. Mack. It is a very high ratio. 

Colonel Atten. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Anceni. Dr. Neal. 

Mr. Neat. As far as present plans are concerned, Colonel Allen, it 
contemplates only the placement of beach material ? 

Colonel Auten. No, sir. Included in the plan is this stone groin 
extension, but the actual initiation of that work is dependent upon 
observations as to how fast this sand disappears. If it 1s found more 
economical to construct these groins to retain the sand, then they will 
be built. On the other hand, if it is more economical to replace sand 
on the beach to make up for that which is lost, that would be the plan 
adopted. 

Mr. Neat. But the cost you propose would only apply to the place- 
ment of the sand now, or to the total cost ? 

Colonel ALLEN. It is total cost, including both sandfill and deferred 
groins. 

Mr. Neat. I see. 

Mr. Ancoetu. If there are no further questions, Congressman Hand, 
we will be glad to hear you now. 


STATEMENT OF HON. T. MILLET HAND, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF NEW JERSEY—Resumed 


Mr. Hanp. Mr. Chairman, I am conscious of the limitation of time 
and I will respect that. For that reason I will not refer to the details 
of this project at all, except to say that Ocean City is one of our better 
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seashore resorts and has a winter population of upwards of 7,000, and 
a summer population that exceeds 100,000 at the height of the swumer 
season. : , 

I am intensely interested in the project and one which you will hear 
about later perhaps, in my own home town of Cape May, and a project 
which this committee was good enough to hear last May at Atlantic 
City. 

Reference has been made to the very high benefit-cost ratio of 5.9. 
It is high. I remind the committee that the benefit-cost ratio at 
Atlantic City is 16.1, if my recollection serves me correctly. 

I have been interested in the observation made by my colleague, Mr. 
Mack, and my colleague from Maryland, Mr. Fallon, about the pro- 
portion of Federal aid, which might be emphasized. Of course, it is 
not one-third of the total cost of the project, but only one-third of the 
proportion of the publicly owned beaches. So we are not getting into 
a matter of protecting private beaches with public funds. : 

In the case of Ocean City, it means 10 percent Federal participation 
while, as it has been mentioned, at other types of projects there is one 
hundred percent Federal participation. 

In my Subcommittee on Civil Functions we considered among many 
others a project for example at Havre, Mont., which is wholly a local 
flood control project. It has nothing to do with any other part of 
the country or any outlying agricultural areas, but with Havre, Mont., 
alone. That is protected, as my colleague from New Jersey referred 
to, from fresh water floods at the total expense of the Federal Govern- 
ment. We are spending a large sum on that local protection project, 
at 100 percent Federal cost. 

Now, I am not criticizing it. I went along with my committee to 
support it. But that is the illustration that concerns us who represent 
the coastal areas. In one case we have a local project protecting a 
community from fresh water in which the Government puts up X 
millions of dcellars at total Federal expense. In these other projects 
with which we have not commenced except to a very moderate degree, 
we have not only the Federal contribution limited to one-third, but 
it is one-third of the publicly owned beaches. So in the case of Ocean 
City it amounts only to one-tenth. 

It does not seem fair to us people who live in and represent the great 
seashore of the country, whose ratables incidentally are far in excess 
of the illustration to which I referred. 

I am not being critical about Havre, but I think we should have 
some attention paid to our area and we feel confident this committee 
will do it. 

_ This whole program will involve but a fraction of the cost we spend 
in many other ways. Our appropriation bill this year was $500 mil- 
lion. For a tiny fraction of that we could do a great job along the 
costal areas. 

7 Let me refer to 1 or 2 points on the subject of beach erosion. In the 
State of New Jersey, which is the sixth greatest manufacturing State 
in the Union, notwithstanding our great industries, the coastal area 
and the recreational business in our State is the largest business we 
have, producing annually well over $1 billion for that State. So it is 
not only important from a recreational standpoint, but highly im- 
portant from an economic standpoint, as you can see, of course. 
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One further point, and then I am through. Recreation is not a 
local situation. We are not concerned about. protecting these beaches 
for the people of Ocean C ity, or Cape May, or Atlantic C ity. These 
beaches are open to the U nited States and the world. People from 
every State in the Union, approximately numbering 10 million a year, 
for example, visit the famous resort of Atlantic City. That is also 
true in my colleague’s district at Asbury Park and Long Branch, and 
so forth. It is a public recreation place for the Nation, and not just 
for the local people. 

I hope the committee will make a start this year in the approval of 
these projects, which have a very high economic benefit-cost ratio, 
and very high benefits. 

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, for your 
courtesy. 

Mr. Anceti. Thank you, Congressman. 

Mr. Avcnincioss. I would like to compliment the gentleman for 
an excellent statement, in which I concur. It is a real treat for me to 
t here and find a matter so close to my heart so ably represented. 

Mr. Hanp. Thank you, sir. 


The gentleman who is speaking and the chairman and others were 
he originators of this program, after all, many years ago, in the 79th 


{ 
Congress, and I hope we will now continue on with it. 

Mr. Ancett. Thank you, sir. 

Are there any further witnesses on this project ? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Ance.y. If not, we will proceed with one more project, which 
I understand will be short. 


SourH SwHore, Stare or RHopE ISLAND 


Mr. Anceii. The next project is the South Shore, State of Rhode 
Island, House Document 490 of the 81st Congress. 

Colonel Allen, may we have your report on that? 

Colonel Auten. Mr. Chairman, we have a rather extensive report 
on that. I covers three separate areas in the State of Rhode Island. 

Mr. Anceti. If you have it in such that you may submit your full 
report and stress the main features now, that will be agreeable to 
the committee. 

Colonel Auten. All right sir. 

This study was entered into with the State of Rhode Island for the 
entire south shore of Rhode Island from the boundary with Con- 
necticut over to Narragansett Pier on the approach to Narragansett 
Bay. The shore east of the bay was not included. 

The total cost of this study was $37,000, borne equally by the 
Federal Government and local agencies. It consists of three principal 
problem areas, one in the vicinity of Narragansett Pier, one in the 
vicinity of Point Judith, and one is Napatree Beach at Watch Hill. 
Other areas were studied and methods of protection were recom- 
mended but, because of the small percentage of publicly owned prop- 
erty or lack of economic justification, they were not included as 
projects recommended for Federal participation. 

I will break the total costs down by areas. The following costs are 
based on Se pte ‘mber 1953 prices. The first cost for the Narragansett 
Pier area is $290,500. Of that the Federal share is $61,530. 
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The Point Judith Harbor area total first cost is $286,400, of which 
$74,000 is the Federal share. 

Mr. Aneeiit. What is the name of that project ¢ 

Colonel Anuen. Point Judith. 

Mr. ANGELL. Yes. 

Colonel Auten. The Napatree Beach area at the extreme western 
end has a first cost of $93,000, with a Federal share of $31,000. 

Narragansett Pier’s benefit-cost ratio is 3.4. The Point Judith 
Harbor benefit-cost ratio is 2.3 and the Napatree Beach benefit-cost 
ratio is 1.1. 

[ can go in and describe each area in detail, if you wish. 

Mr. Anceui. I think if it is agreeable to the committee you may 
extend your remarks in the record covering those projects. 

(The following was received for insertion here. ) 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS or CoLoNEn J. U. ALLEN 


Narragansett Pier is a village in the town of Narragansett. It is a popular 
summer resort area. The problem area consists of a sand spit extending north 
from rocky headlands. The spit was formed of sand derived from the glacial till 
on the headlands. As much of the erodible material has been removed to bed 
rock and part of the headland has been protected by a seawall, the supply of 
material to the beach has been reduced, with the result that the beach is eroding 
gradually. The recommended plan comprises restoration of the beach to a 
width of 125 feet by direct placement of sand. Seven impermeable groins and 
a sand barrier to reduce losses of beach material are also Included. The entire 
shore is used for recreational purposes. Part is owned by the town of Narra- 
gansett. The total estimated cost of the plan based on September 1953 prices 
is $290,500, with a Federal share of $61,350, one-third of the cost for the publicly 
owned portion. The project would prevent direct damages, provide additional 
land area and recreational benefits. The benefit-cost ratio is 3.4. The remain- 
ing costs would be borne by local interests, as well as maintenance costs esti 
mated at $1,240 annually. 

The Point Judith Harbor area is a summer resort area in the town of Narra 
gansett. It includes the State-owned Sand Hill Cove Beach, which is developed 
with park facilities. Material was formerly supplied to the beach from glacial 
till headlands prior to construction of Federal breakwaters. The breakwaters 
do not provide sufficient protection to prevent erosion of the beach by waves 
which cause westward littoral drift. The recommended plan consists of restora- 
tion of about 1 mile of the beach to an average width of 65 feet by direct place- 
ment of sand and construction of a barrier to landward sand movement. Con 
struction of 10 impermeable groins is included in the plan. As the rate of loss 
of the fill could not be definitely computed on the basis of available data, the 
groins were included for deferred construction. The total estimated cost of the 
plan, revised to September 1953, is $286,400. The Federal share, one-third of 
the costs for the State-owned shore, is $74,000. The project would prevent direct 
damages, provide additional land area and recreational benefits. The benefit 
cost ratio is 2.8. The remaining costs would be borne by local interests, as well 
as maintenance costs estimated at $4,250 annually. The State has proceeded 
with a part of the work, having so far placed 53,000 cubic yards of the beach fill, 
constructed five groins, and built 1,005 feet of steel bulkhead as a barrier to 
landward sand movement. 

The Napatree Beach area is part of the popular summer resort of Watch Hill 
in the town of Westerly. Napatree Beach is publicly owned and is partly 
developed for recreational use. It is a narrow barrier beach. Material was form- 
erly supplied to the beach by erosion of Watch Hill Point. Seawalls on the point 
have reduced the supply of material with the result that the beach has deteri- 
orated. The plan contemplated restoration of the beach in connection with 
dredging of a boat basin in Watch Hill Cove. This restoration was accomplished 
in 1948-49. The recommended plan comprises protection of the restored beach 
by construction of a barrier to sand movement across the barrier beach and three 
impermeable groins, the groins to be deferred pending demonstration of their 
justification. The total estimated cost of the protective measures, revised to 


48358—54—-vol. 2——__8 





110 BEACH EROSION PROJECTS 


September 1953, is $93,000. As all of the beach is publicly owned, the recom- 
mended Federal share is one-third of the cost or $31,000. The project would 
prevent direct damages and provide recreational benefits. The benefit-cost ratio 
is 1.1. The remaining costs would be borne by local interests, as well as mainte- 
nance costs, estimated at $4,600 annually. Local interests have built one groin 
to date. 

The Rhode Island Department of Public Works endorsed the report and ex- 
pressed the hope that Congress would concur in the plans. A recent communi- 
cation indicated the State’s desire to have the authorization for Federal aid 
retroactive to cover work already accomplished in accordance with the recom- 
mended projects. 

The Bureau of the Budget noted the method of computing recreational bene- 
fits. Although it considered the method questionable, it concluded that the 
projects are economically justified and that the proposed Federal participation 
meets the requirements of Public Law 727, 79th Congress. The Bureau also noted 
comments of the Narragansett Planning Board regarding a more costly alterna- 
tive to the groin system in the plan for Narragansett Pier. It concluded that 
any substitution in the plan should be made with the understanding that the 
Federal contribution would not be increased to cover the cost of the more ex 
sive plan. On that basis, the Bureau had no objection to submission of the 
report to Congress. 


Mr. Ancor. Are there any questions by members of the committee 
of Colonel Allen ? 

(No response. ) 

If not, we thank you, Colonel. 

(Whereupon, at 11:05 a. m. the subcommittee adjourned until 10 
a.m. the following day, Friday, April 9, 1954.) 
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FRIDAY, APRIL 9, 1954 


Howse or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON Rivers AND Harsors 
OF THE COMMITTEE ON Pusiic Works, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to adjournment, at 10 a. m., in 
room 1302, New House Office Building, Hon. Homer D. Angell (chair- 
man of the subcommittee) presiding. 

Mr. Ance.i. The committee will come to order. The first project 
which is listed for consideration by the committee this morning is area 
2, Hammonasset River to East River, Conn., beach erosion control 
study, which is contained in House Document 474, 81st Congress, 2d 
Session. 


Hammonasset River to East River, AREA 2, Conn. 


The Chair wishes to announce that he has two letters from Senator 
Prescott Bush expressing an interest in this project and 2 other proj- 
ects in area 3 and area 7. He also incloses a letter under date of 
April 7, 1954, from William S. Wise, director of the State Water 
Commission of Connecticut in regard to beach erosion areas 2, 3, and 
7 along the Connecticut shore, which we are considering this morning. 

Without objection I will ask that those letters be included in the 
proceedings at the proper place. 

(The matter referred to is as follows:) 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
April 5, 1954. 
Hon. Homer D. ANGELL, 
Chairman Subcommittee on Rivers and Harbors, 
Committee on Public Works, 
House of Represenatives Washington, D.C. 


DEAR REPRESENTATIVE ANGELL: I am advised that your Subcommittee on Rivers 
and Harbors will hold hearings on Friday, April 9, 1954, on projects in Connecti- 
cut, on which I have introduced bills in the Senate. I write to you to express my 
deep interest in these projects and the hope that your subcommittee may give 
them your approval. 

The projects are as follows: 

Area 2, Hammonasset River to East River, Conn. (H. Doc. 474, 81st) ; 

Area 3, New Haven Harbor to Housatonic River, Conn. (H. Doc. 203, 83d) ; and 

Area 7, Housatonic River to Ash Creek, Conn. (H. Doc. 248, 83d). 

These projects are beach erosion control projects, and are vitally necessary to 
our shore protection. The connecticut Legislature has authorized a bond issue 
for the project at Hammonasset River, area 2, but it is necessary that congres- 
sional approval be given before work is undertaken on it. The other two areas 
are equally important to the State. 

Thanking you for your approval of these projects, I am 

Sincerely yours, 
PrEscoTT BusH, 
United States Senator. 
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UNITED STATES SENATE, 
ipril 8, 1954. 
Hon. Homer D. ANGELL, 
Chairma) Subcommittee on Rivers and Harbors, 
Committee on Public Works 
House of Represe ntatives. Washington 25, D. ¢ 


DeaR Mr, CHAIRMAN Supplementing my letter of April 5, I hand you here- 

h letter from Mr. William S. Wise, director of the State Water Commission 

Connecticut, with regard to beach erosion areas 2, 3 and 7 along the 
Connecticut shore 

I hope you will make Director Wise’s letter a part of your hearings on these 

eas, and give full consideration to the statements which he makes as to the 


need for this legislation authorizing these projects 
sincerely yours, 
Prescorr BusH, 
United States Senate. 


STATE OF CONNECTICUT, 
STATE WATER COMMISSION, 
Hartford, April 7, 1954. 
Senator Presoorr BusuH, 
Nenate Office Building, Washington, D. ¢ 

DEAR SENATOR BusH: Because of the short notice regarding the hearing before 
the House Committee on Public Works regarding three beach erosion areas along 
the Connecticut shore, it probably will be impossible to have anyone appear to 
testify in favor of these projects 

Because of the severe damage to many of our beaches within the last year it 
is most urgent to have Congress authorize areas 2, 3 and 7 so that definite plans 
can be advanced for corrective measures 

In the past the State of Connecticut and local interests have contributed 
generously toward the carrying out of various beach erosion control and other 
Federal projects. In 1950 Jennings Beach in Fairfield was restored through a 
$22,000 appropriation by the State and a $22,000 appropriation by the town of 
Fairfield. In 1947 and 1948 the town of West Haven appropriated $30,000 to 
improve Prospect Beach, and in 1948, $25,000 was also appropriated to improve 
Savin Rock when New Haven Harbor was being dredged. In 1948 the town 
of Westport appropriated a substantial sum of money to study corrective meas- 
ures at Compo Beach. Following the 1938 hurricane New London spent $3 
million to restore Ocean Beach. In 1947 the State of Connecticut appropriated 
$75,000 as its portion of the beach erosion study along the entire Connecticut 
short. The Federal Government likewise appropriated an equal sum of money 
for this work. The 1953 State legislature appropriated $500,000 to restore dam- 
age at two beaches along the Connecticut shore. The bond issue for this work 
authorized $230,000 to be spent at Sherwood Island State Park and $270,000 at 
Hammonasset Beach. These sums were arrived at on the assumption that the 
Federal Government would appropriate $114,000 as the Government's share for 
the restoration of Sherwood Island and $128,000 as its share for the restoration 
of Hammonasset Beach. This history shows ample evidence of the sincerity and 
willingness of the State and local interests in appropriating considerable sums 
of money toward the restoration of our beaches. The question, of course, is 
frequently asked what local and State contributions are made towards the carry- 
ing out of Federal projects in other sections of the country. It would appear 
that Connecticut is unusual in this respect. 

It is certainly urgent that the three sections of the Connecticut shore included 
in areas 2, 3 and 7 be authorized because area 2 includes Hammonasset Beach 
for which the State has appropriated a large sum of money for restoration. 
Areas 3 and 7 include the beaches in Milford and Stratford which were subjected 
to such severe damage during the storm last fall and corrective measures are 
urgently needed here. Sherwood Island, for which the State has appropriated 
money, is included in area 1 which has already been authorized by Congress. 

The town of Stratford has spent substantial sums yearly to correct condi- 
tions there, and at the request of Congressman Al Morano, Mr. Harry Flood, 
town manager of Stratford, has written him describing the damage to these 
beaches last fall 
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We hope adequate emphasis can be placed upon the urgency of correcting 
these conditions and that the Public Works Committee will approve their 
authorization. 

Sincerely yours, 
WILLIAM S. Wise, Director. 


Mr. ANGELL. Colonel Allen, may we have your report on area No. 2? 


STATEMENT OF COL. J. U. ALLEN, CORPS OF ENGINEERS, UNITED 
STATES ARMY—Resumed 


Colonel Atten. Mr. Chairman, the authority for the cooperative 
study with the State of Connecticut is contained in the River and 
Harbor Act of 1930, as amended and supplemented. 

This area, No. 2, is one of 11 such areas that are being studied under 
a cooperative arrangement between the State of Connecticut and the 
Federal Government. 

Area No. 1 has already been reported on and authorized by the Con- 
gress in a previous session. 

This area No. 2 of the State of Connecticut comprises the shore of 
Long Island Sound between the mouth of the Hammonasset River, and 
East River, all lying west of the Connecticut River. Area No. 2 is 
east of New Haven and Bridgeport. It includes the shore of the town 
of Madison, and small portions of the adjoining towns of Clinton, and 
Guilford. The total length involved is about 10 miles. 

The purpose of the report was to determine the most suitable 
methods of stabilizing and improving the shoreline. 

I would like to point out that about 45 percent or 18,000 feet of the 
shoreline of this area is already protected by seawalls and bulkheads 
which were constructed in order to protect property from the en- 
croachment of the sound, in addition, there are about 65 groins already 
built along the shore. Various types of revetments have been used 
in order to resist wave action. 

The problems involved along the Connecticut shore as a whole are 
aggravated by storms but are primarily the result of gradual deteriora- 
tion of the area by reason of wave attack. 

As man has built on and protected shore property, he has eliminated 
the source of beach nourishment. Various headlands which, in the 
past, provided materials to keep the beaches nourished have now been 
protected or reduced in many instances to bedrock, either of which 
effectively prevents any more material from nourishing the affected 
areas. 

The entire area was studied and the Chief of Engineers recommends 
the adoption of separate projects for two sections. 

One is the Hammonasset Beach Area property which is a very popu- 
lar park entirely owned by the State of Connecticut. 

The problem in the Hammonasset Beach section is one of providing 
a suitable recreational beach for the State, and at the same time pro- 
tecting the structures which have been constructed for recreational 
purposes along the existing Hammonasset Beach. 

The improvement recommended for Hammonasset Beach consists 
of widening the beach by the deposition of sand shown in the green 
area (indicating). It also provides for a groin at the southeast end 
of the beach in order to reduce losses from the beach area and train- 
ing walls at the northern end of the section at Toms Creek, in order to 
prevent closure of this drainage feature. 
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The total cost (1953 prices) of the Hammonasset Beach project is 
$499,800, of which one-third is the Federal share, $166,600. 

The benefit-cost ratio is 6.9. 

Since the entire frontage involved is owned by the State of Con- 
necticut, the Federal share of one third is applied to the cost of the 
project. 


Mippte BEacH 


The other project recommended is that for Middle Beach located 
on a headland which has been subject to severe erosion. Immediately 
behind the shore is a public highway owned by the town of M: idison. 

Mr. Anceuy. Is that a part of area 2, Colonel ? 

Colonel ALLEN. Yes, sir; this is also a part of area 2. 

The recommended i improve ment at Middle Beach is the placement 
of riprap to provide additional protection to the seawall and road. 

The cost (September 1953 prices) of the foregoing plan 1s $35,600. 
The Federal share of that is $11,800. That has a benefit-cost ratio 
of 1.5. 

Now, an alternative plan is also recommended for Middle Beach, 
which is contingent upon the State, or a public agency providing 
suitable facilities for public use. 

The alternative plan consists of placement of sand and construction 
of a groin at the western end to reduce loss. The effect of the sand 
will be to protect the wall and the road and also to provide a recrea- 
tional beach. 

It provides for the increase of the project cost to $61,400, with 
Federal participation of $20,400, and a benefit-cost ratio of 2.9. 

That, again, as I said before, is contingent upon evidence satisfac- 
tory to the Chief of Engineers that facilities for public use will be 
provided by local interests. 

Those are the two projects, Mr. Chairman, which are recommended 
in area 2%. 

The entire area was considered and plans made for the State of 
Connecticut for the solution of other problems in the area, but since 
they did not qualify for Federal participation they are not included 
in the presentation here. 

Mr. Ance.i. But they would be in area No. 2 if they were qualified ¢ 

Colonel Aten. Yes, sir, but the other problem areas are recom- 
mended to the State for solution by means available to them. 

Mr. Ancetxt. What is the length of that beach area? 

Colonel Atten. The Hammonasset Beach area is 10,000 feet. 

Mr. Anoeit. A little short of 2 miles? 

Colonel AtiEeNn. Yes, srr. 

Mr.Anceui. Is there any private property along in that area? 

Colonel Auten. This is entirely owned by the State of Connecticut. 

Mr. Ancetu. There is no private property involved there at all? 

Colonel ALLEN. No, sir. 

Mr. Ancetx. And the same is true of the other area? 

Colonel AtiEN. This shore is entirely owned by the town of Madi- 
son, and there is no private shore ia pay ap involved. 


Mr. Ancexu. Is the contribution made by the local interests enti irely 


from the State itself; does the State put up two-thirds of the cost? 
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Colonel AtiEeNn. I do not know what it will be in the case of Middle 
Beach. The State of Connecticut has already appropriated some 
$270,000 for their portion of the Hammonasset Beach project. 

Mr. Ancetxi. What isthe length of that groin ? 

Colonel Aten. The length of the groin at the east end of Hammo- 
nasset Beach is 800 feet. 

Mr. Ancetu. Has there been any improvement made along there to 
overcome the trouble they are having ? 

Colonel Atten. No, sir. The State of Connecticut has made no im- 
provements under the recommended plan. They have constructed 
beach facilities in the rear of the area, and they are now proceeding 
with this $270,000 to initiate the recommended work in this area. 

Mr. Ancett. Is there a public highway involved in the project? 

Colonel Atten. Not in the Hammonasset Beach area, no sir. 

Mr. Ancetu. Thank you, Colonel. Are there any further witnesses 
present to be heard on this project? I understand the project is in the 
districts of the Honorable Albert W. Cretella and the Honorable 
Seely-Brown, Jr., and that neither one of them is able to be present 
today. Without objection permission will be granted to them to file 
statements on this matter if they desire to do so. 

(The matter referred to is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF Hon. ALBERT W. CrRETELLA BEFORE THE HOUSE PUBLIC WORKS 
COMMITTEE 


Mr. Chairman, I wish to thank the members of the committee for allowing me 
to make a statement in connection with the beach erosion control study of area 
2, Connecticut, Hammonasset River to East River. The Chief of Army Engi- 
neers after conducting extensive surveys has concurred with the findings of the 
Board of Beach Erosion and recommended adoption of the project with Federal 
participation. 

This area of shore line, I consider as one of the most naturally beautiful pic- 
turesque and scenic sights in the State of Connecticut. Within this location is 
Hammonasset State Park, one of the best known State parks in Connecticut. 
The recreational facilities at Hammonasset bring tens of thousands of persons 
a year to its beaches. The proposed widening of this beach and the construction 
of impermeable walls and groin will be of inestimable value to the preservation 
of the Connecticut shore line. Improved wider beaches are the best form of 
shore protection from the elements. Many of the beaches and shores in area 2 
in their State, are insufficient for recreational use. Therefore, I feel the bene- 
fits, recreational and otherwise, point out the economic justification for the 
project. 

The towns of Madison, Quilford, and Clinton are all on the Connecticut shore 
line. The population in these areas during the summer months increases 3 or 4 
fold. Besides the need to uphold the value of this shore property for recreational 
benefits, many year round residences are in danger of rapid depreciation as a 
result of beach erosion and inadequate natural storm protection. Although 
hurricanes and other turbulent atmospheric disturbances do not normally pre- 
vail in this area, such storms do occur, the latest being in September 1944. The 
proposed construction for beach widening and impermeable walls will serve to 
give more adequate protection to the property of such residences during all such 
disturbances which contribute to the devastating process of erosion. Our State 
and its officials are intensely interested in instigating a program for the protec- 
tion of our shores. This enthusiasm, I am sure, will provide the committee 
with assurances that Connecticut and its citizenry will live un to the conditions 
under which Federal aid will be granted. I hope when S. 2006, introduced by 
Senator Bush and Purtell of Connecticut is passed by the Congress work will 
be started on area 2 as expeditiously as possible. 

After having witnessed for myself the disheartening extensive damage done 
to the shore line, and the progressive destruction dealt to these beautiful areas, 
I strongly urge that the Public Works Committee take favorable action on this 
problem. 
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CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
House oF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., May 24, 1954. 
Hon. GrorGeE A. DONDERO, 
Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D. C. 

DrarR COLLEAGUE: I am grateful to you for providing me an opportunity to 

include a brief statement in support of the Beach Erosion Control Study for 


Area 2, Hammonasset River to East River, Conn. 

The severe storms of 1950 and 1953 have caused serious damage along our 
entire coastal area For corrective action to be effective, it must be taken on 
all levels of government—Federal, State and local. My conferences with mem- 
bers of the boards of selectmen, beach erosion study groups, and officials of the 
various municipalities, and with officials of the State flood control and water 
policy commission, indicate that work should be undertaken as soon as possible 
to control the erosion of our coastline. It is most important that the Congress 
\uthorize the completion of the work recommended for area 2, and to 
appropriate moneys to match State funds now available for the work 

I am sure that as a result of the hearings held by the subcommittee of your 
ommittee, serious consideration will be given to the inclusion of this beach 


erosion project in legislation to be introduced and acted upon during the present 
ession of the Congress 
Very sincerely, 
Horace See_y-Brown, Jr., M. C., 
Second Connecticut District. 


New Haven Harpsor tro Housatonic River, AREA 3, Conn. 


Mr. Ancetu. If here is no further test'mony on this project we will 
proceed to the next project, which is area No. 3, New Haven Hi: irbor 
to Housatonic River, Conn., Beach Erosion Control Study, which 
is contained in House Document No. 203 of the 83d Congress, Ist 
session. 

Colonel, you may proceed with your report on that project, if you 
will, please. 

Colonel Auuen. Area No. 3, New Haven Harbor to Housatonic 
River, Conn., is one of the 11 areas, studies of which were authorized 
under the River and Harbor Act of July 1930, as amended and sup- 
plemented, in cooperation with the State of eee 

The cost of this study was $17,150, borne equally by the Federal 
Government and the State of Connecticut. 

Area No. 3 comprises the shore of Long Island Sound between the 
entrance to New Haven Harbor and the Housatonic River. 

Mr. Anceiy. What distance does that cover? 

Colonel Atten. About 16 miles, Mr. Chairman. 

It is extensively developed as a residential area and a resort area 
with improvements ranging bei small cottages to large estates. A 
number of small town-owned beaches are included in this area. 

The problem along this portion of the shore, as was pointed out for 
area No. 2, is the gradual deterioration due to elimination of the 
natural supply of littoral material by extensive bulkheading and 
seawall construction in order to protect the areas involved. 

I would like to point out that local interests have built some 30,000 
feet of seawalls in this area, some 7,000 feet of bulkheads and revet- 
ments and 130 groins having an aggregate length of about 6,000 feet, 
which testifies to the work already done in order to prevent encroach- 
ment of the sound in this area. 
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The entire area was studied and four sections are recommended for 
adoption as projects out of the entire area. Those areas qualifying for 
Federal participation are, first, reading from right to left, the area 
known as Prospect Beach, ; 

The improve nent recommended there as a Federal project is the 
widening of the beach by the direct placement of sand and the con- 
struction of eight groins 330 feet long to retain the sand. The amount 
of material in motion there, because of the wave action to which this 
area is subjected, indicates that groins would be necessary and eco- 
nomically desirable in order to retain the material placed on the beach. 

The total cost (September 1953 prices) of the Prospect Beach 
project is $282,000, $84,600 of which is the Federal share. Ninety per 
cent of the area is publicly owned by the town of West Haven. The 
benefit-cost ratio is 1.6. 

The second project recommended is known as the Woodmont area. 

Mr. Anceti. That cost you gave is just for the first section ¢ 

Colonel Auten. Yes, sir, Just for Prospect Beach. 

The improvement recommended for the Woodmont area involves 
widening the beach by the direct placement of sand and the construc 
tion of five groins, 300 to 400 feet long to retain this sand. ‘The total 
cost of the Woodmont project is $181,900. 

Mr. Ancect. What is that amount, Colonel ? 

Colonel ALLEN. $181,900, sir. 

The Federal share is $42,400. Only 56 percent of the frontage is 
publicly owned and considered eligible for Federal aid. The benefit- 
cost ratio is 1.1. 

The third project in area No. 3 is for the town beach known as Gulf 
Beach. The limproveme nt recommended at Gulf Beach is the direct 
placement of sand on the beach to widen it to a 100-foot width, at a 
cost of $39.300 and Federal share of $13,100. The benefit-cost ratio 
is 1.9. 

Moving to the west, we come to the fourth project recommended in 
area No. 3. That is known as the Silver to Cedar Beach section in 
the town of Milford. 

The improvement recommended there is the widening of the beach 
by the direct placement of sand, and the construction, if necessary, 
of 11 groins to retain this sand. 

There is insufficient evidence at ows time to indicate that the groins 
should be constructed initially. If it is determined that the beach 
is of such migratory nature that the construction of the groins is 
proved economically feasible they will be constructed later. 

The cost of that project, the Silver to Cedar Beach project, is 
$549,000, of which $18,300 is the Federal share, since only 10 percent 
of the shore is publicly owned. 

Mr. Anoeti. What is the Federal share? 

Colonel AtteNn. The Federal share is only $18,300. Ten percent of 
the shore is publicly owned, which limits Federal participation, then, 
to something 1 in the neighborhood of 3 percent. The benefit-cost ratio 
is 1.7. 

The State of Connecticut concurs in the findings and the Bureau of 
the Budget has no objection to the submission ‘of the report to the 
Congress, but recommends that if this project is authorized the eco- 
nomic justification for Woodmont, which was 1.0 be reexamined before 
appropriations are requested. 





118 BEACH EROSION PROJECTS 


Mr. Ancetxt. What are the determining factors which cause such 
a low valuation on that particular one? Some of the others are very 
high. 

Colonel Auten. In many of these cases, Mr. Chairman, there are 
properties behind which would suffer severe damage. In the case of 
Woodmont, the cost of providing the proposed protective and recrea- 
tional beach is higher than in others, and anticipated recreational bene- 
fits conservatively estimated are relatively low. Consequently the 
benefit-cost ratio is lower in this case than in others. 

Mr. Ancetx. And the public property is all owned by the State in 
each of the areas, or by the cities? 

Colonel Atten. Most of the public shore is owned by the towns of 
West Haven and Milford. Some is owned by the Woodmont Associa- 
tion, which is listed as a borough in the Connecticut State Manual. 

Mr. Ancetx. All of the local interests are in a position to make and 
are willing to make their contribution of two-thirds? 

Colonel AtteN. The State of Connecticut has indicated its satisfac- 
tion with the findings and arrangements will be made between the 
State and the local governments if the projects are adopted. 

Mr. Ancetxi. Mr. Auchincloss? 

Mr. Aucuincuioss. I would like to ask the colonel if there is any 
question of water pollution in that area ¢ 

Colonel Atten. There was a comment made by the State of Connect- 
icut with respect to water pollution. They note in their reply that 
some time has elapsed since the collection of the basic data. During 
the period a new survey of sanitary conditions of shore waters has 
been made by the State Department of Health showing that Bridge- 
port has built and is operating two sewage disposal plants. Norwalk 
and New Haven are constructing plants. Saugatuck River and Mill 
River have been improved and sewage discharge at Grove Beach has 
been discontinued. 

Mr. Aucuincioss. That is all. 

Mr. Ancexti. Mr. Machrowicz. 

Mr. Macnrowicz. Does the Corps of Engineers feel that the Wood- 
mont work is feasible ? 

Colonel Atten. Our benefit-cost ratio as of September 1953 is 1.1. 

Mr. Macnrowrcz. Is it 1.1 or 1.0? 

Colonel Atten. 1.1. 

Mr. Macurowrcz. I notice that the Chief of the Resources and Civil 
Works Division of the Bureau of the Budget refers to it as 1.0. 

Colonel] Atten. That is correct. The benefit-cost ratio in the re- 
port is 1.0, and that is the reason the Bureau of the Budget asked that 
it be reviewed before appropriations are requested. The current ratio 
is 1.1 as of September 1953. 

Mr. Macnrowicz. Why shold it be recommended by this committee 
before that reexamination is completed ? 

Colonel Atten. It has been reexamined and the 1.1 figure is the 
latest data we have. The reason for the Bureau of the Budget com- 
ment I think is that if a number of years elapse between the time of 
authorization and appropriation such review should be made to deter- 
mine what the ratio is at that time when appropriations are requested. 

Mr. Ancetu. Mr. Scudder, do you have any questions? 

Mr. Scupper. No, I have no questions, Mr. Chairman. 
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Hovsatonic River to AsH Creek, Area 7, Conn. 


Mr. Ancetu. If there are no other witneses to be heard on this proj- 
ect, we will proceed to the next one, which is area 7, Housatonic River 
to Ash Creek, Conn., Beach Erosion Control Study, which is con- 
tained in House Document No. 248, 88d Congress, 2d session. 

I understand that Congressman Morano is unable to be present this 
morning, but that his secretary is present. 

Mr. Baxter. Yes, sir. 

Mr. AncetL. We will be very glad to hear you. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN P. BAXTER, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY OF 
HON. ALBERT P. MORANO, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF CONNECTICUT 


Mr. Baxrer. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Morano sent me over to express 
his interest in this area 7 project. 

In connection with that I have a letter from the town manager of 
Stratford, which is quite lengthy, and which I would like to have made 
a part of the record. 

Mr. Anceti. Without objection, it will be received and made a part 
of the record. 

(The matter referred to is as follows:) 


Town OF STRATFORD, CONN., TOWN MANAGER, 
April 9, 1954. 
Congressman ALBERT P. MORANO, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR Sir: Councilman Joseph McNamara, chairman of the Stratford, Conn., 
Town Council Beach Erosion Committee has asked me to confirm his telephone 
conversation with you relative to our beach-erosion problem, and requested that 
I outline to you the serious erosion problem that faces our beaches. 

Like many other Connecticut communities, the town of Stratford, Conn., 
suffered considerable damage to its shore line during the severe storm 
of November 7, 1953. 

At Long Beach, which borders Pleasure Beach, Bridgeport, Conn., nine cot- 
tages were washed away and nearly the same number were damaged beyond 
repair. During the 1938 hurricane, a large breach was made in this beach at 
Ten Cent Point, and this last storm has enlarged that opening for a considerable 
distance. So much of the beach has been washed away that what cottages do 
remain are left suspended in midair at each high tide because most of the beach 
under them has been washed away. 

The cottage owners have suffered great damage and monetary loss over the 
years, and the havoc caused by this last storm is about all they can stand, and 
now they demand that immediate steps be taken to correct the existing and 
increasing problem of shore erosion. 

At Lordship Beach no cottages were destroyed, but many shore front cot- 
tages were damaged. One refreshment stand was destroyed. Approximately 
300 feet of protective seawall was destroyed. This was recently completed 
after destruction during the 1950 storm. Approximately 300 feet of roadway 
and sidewalk was washed out. Private property owners suffered loss of 
property by wave action. 

At Short Beach no cottages were destroyed, but the entire public bathing 
beach washed out. The protective seawall was undermined and is in danger 
of collapse. 

The Lordship Meadow Road which is the main road leading into Bridgeport, 
Conn., from the Lordship area, and located approximately 1 mile from Long 
Beach was covered with water causing washouts to the roadbed and isolating 
Lordship area from outside contacts. 

The Bridgeport Airport, located in Stratford, was flooded preventing its use, 
because of the breach in its marine basin. 
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Main Street, from Aveo Manufacturing Co. to the airport, was flooded in 
places with as much as 3 feet of water. 

It has been reported in the newspapers that Federal aid has been made 
available to communities of Fairfield and New Haven Counties, which have 
suffered considerable storm damage, and we here in Stratford feel that we have 
a just claim as we have suffered great damage during each severe storm. 

I understand that there is soon to be a hearing before the House Public Works 
Committee relative to shore erosion in this area, and Chairman McNamara and 
his committee would appreciate it very much if you could appear before the 

ommittee and request that serious consideration be given our shore erosion 
problem before our beaches are washed away, which I fear will happen during 
the next severe storm 

I would like to take this opportunity to thank you and your staff for the 
splendid cooperation and efforts that you have given our many requests in the 
past, and anything that you can do to help prevent further erosion of ours and 
other Connecticut area shoreline will be appreciated by concerned. 

Thanking you and with best wishes, I am, 

Very truly yours, 
Harry B. Fioop, Town Manager. 

Mr. Baxrer. That practically covers the situation. 

Mr. Ancexi. Thank you, Mr. Baxter. 

Now, Colonel, may we have your report on this area ? 

Colone] Auten. Area 7 is another one of the 11 areas which were 
agreed upon between the State of Connecticut and the Federal Govern- 
ment for cooperative beach erosion studies. The cost of this study, 
which was equally borne by the State of Connecticut and the Federal 
Government, was $10,400. 

Area 7 of the State of Connecticut comprises the shore of Long 
Island Sound from the mouth of the Housatonic River to Ash Creek, 
Conn. 

The entire area was studied and two specific recommendations were 
made for adoption of projects. 

I would like to point out that in this area, which is about 12 miles 
long, there are approximately 18,000 feet of seawalls and bulkheads 
already constructed to protect the area from the sound. The shore 
area of this portion of Connecticut is extensively developed for resi- 
dential use. 

There are a number of small town-owned beaches in the area. 

rhe two projects recommended are, first, Short Beach in Stratford 
at the mouth of the Housatonic River 

Short Beach is owned by the town of Stratford. There is a seawall 
built over a portion of the area now. 

Che cost of the Short Beach project, which consists entirely of a 
aiboct placement of sandfill on the beach to widen it to 125 feet is 

79,500, of which the Federal share is $26,500. The benefit-cost ratio 
is 2.4, 

It is hoped that the navigation project, which will be performed in 
the Housatonic River next year will provide suitable material for 
placing on this Short Beach, thereby accomplishing the project. It 
ill be to the » advantage of the United States to dispose of the mate- 
rial which is to be dredged from this area [indicating] onto Short 
Beach. 

In a number of previous cases along the south shore of Connecticut, 
the dredged material from a navigation project has been used for im- 
proving beach conditions. 

The materials are believed suitable for direct placement on the 
beach. Such placement has been utilized successfully in a number of 
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cases with advantage to the United States because of the short dis- 
tance involved to the disposal area 

The second project recommended in area No. 7 is that of Seaside 
Park, which is owned by the City of Bridgeport. 

Seaside Park is in part made land. It has been protected by a sea- 
wall, which under storm conditions is severely attacked and frequently 
damaged. The placement of sand in front of the Seaside Park por- 
tion will protect the existing structures and highway, as well as 
providing a recreational area in the city of Bridgeport. 

The project there consists of widening the beach by the direct place- 
ment of sandfill along the shore with no structures involved. 

The cost of that project is $357,000. The full one-third of Federal 
participation can be applied, amounting to $119,000, The benefit-cost 
ratio of this Seaside Park project is 5.7. 

The State of Connecticut coneurs in the findings, and states that 
the improvements would fit in well with expected future developments 
in the area. 

The Bureau of the Budget has no objection, but makes no commit- 
ment with respect to appropriati ions. 

Mr. Ancetu. Colonel, this project is similar to the other ones that 
we have been considering in that area? 

Colonel Atuen. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Anoeti. They are all of like type ¢ 

Colonel ALLEN. Yes, aes they are all of like type. 

Mr. Ancexi. Most of them protected by the placing of sand on the 
beaches ¢ 

Colonel Atien. Yes, sir, the placing of the sand on the beaches 
being for two purposes, one, to afford protection for the structures 
which have already been built, 4nd in many cases to avoid the direct 
impingement of the waves upon the structure and undermining it, 
or possibly flanking it, and second, to improve recreation for the areas 
affected. 

Mr. Anceii. What do your studies and surveys show with reference 
to whether or not the sand will not be taken out again as it has been 
in the past? 

Colonel Auten. The use of beach fills has been found satisfactory. 
Where low rates of loss are anticipated, a maintenance program for 
placing material on the beach as it is eroded is more economical than 
providing structures to retain it. 

In the cases where erosion was of such a nature that it would make 
it economically feasible to construct groins they were recommended 
in order to retain the sand which was placed there. All of these Dn 
ects place the responsibility for maintenance on local interests, either 
the maintenance of the groins or the replenishment of the beach 
material. 

Mr. Anocetu. As | understand the law, Colonel, this is only applica 
ble to cases where public property is involved, and the public property 
here is beach property / 

Colonel Auuen. That is correct. 

Mr. Aneetu. There are no buildings or installations of any sort, 
just the parks and beaches ? 

Colonel Aten. There are the nigwes? and facilities that have 
been constructed incidental to the beaches. 

Mr. Ancetxi. What is the interest of the public in the beaches ? 
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Colonel Auten. They provide protection for public parks and high- 
ways and are also used for recreation. _ te j 

Mr. Ancetx. So that they are practically limited to recreational 
purposes ¢ i 

Colonel Atten. As well as the value of the beach as a protective 
device for the seawall which is to protect the mainland, or property in 
the rear of it. nae on ; 

Mr. Ancery. Are there buildings back of this particular area which 


we are considering now which will be protected by this proposed im-. 


provement ? 

Colonel Atten. Speaking of Seaside Park, sir? 

Mr. Ancetu. Yes. 

Colonel Atten. Yes. It is just what the name implies, a park area. 
The buildings on Seaside Park are buildings of a park nature for 
maintenance and recreational purposes. 

Mr. Ancor. Has the Federal Government thus far participated in 
any project under the so-called beach erosion legislation which is 
limited to recreational value ? 

Colonel Aten. The only project to which the United States has con- 
tributed funds under the beach erosion law is the project in Harrison 
County, Miss. There is an important highway there. Certainly the 
recreational aspects were important, but it was not solely a recreational 
project. 

Mr. Ancetu. Is the purpose of these improvement to protect the 
property there, or to build up an area which may be used for recrea- 
tional purposes ? 

Colonel Atten. Public Law 727, 79th Congress, Mr. Chairman, 
declares it to be the policy of the United States to assist in the con- 
struction, but not the maintenance, of works for the improvement and 
protection against erosion by waves and currents of the shores of the 
United States that are owned by States, municipalities, or other politi- 
cal subdivisions. It limits Federal aid to one-third of the cost of 
construction on publicly owned shores, but all of these in the State of 
Connecticut have protective features involved in them as well as recre- 
ational features. 

Mr. Ancett. What other protective features are involved ? 

Colonel Aten. This property in this case, Mr. Chairman, has been 
built up as a park for the City of Bridgeport. In order to protect 
that property from erosion they have built an expensive seawall. The 
maintenance of such a seawall is expensive because the wave action 
through Long Island Sound is extremely damaging. This area has 
been subjected to severe storms in the past including tropical hurri- 
canes. 

In order to protect that seawall and the highway and land behind it, 
it is more economical to construct a beach in front of it so that the 
waves, by the time they reach the seawall, have been broken and their 
energy has been dissipated, so that they do not overtop the wall. The 
recreational benefits are obvious, of course, but the protective device 
of a beach is also considered in all of the problem areas. The most 
highly justified plan frequently affords recreational as well as pro- 
tective benefits. 

Mr. Anceti. Mr. Auchincloss. 

Mr. Avucutncioss. I would like to ask the colonel does the State or 
the municipality, Seaside Park, the company, or whatever it is, derive 
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any income from the use of these beaches, do they charge fees to go 
on them? 

Colonel AtuEeN. I do not know. sir, in the case of Seaside Park 
whether they do or not. I am advised that they do not. 

Mr. AUCHINCLOss. They do not? 

Colonel Aten. No. 

Mr. Aucurnctioss. Is there any commercial activity in Black Rock 
Harbor and Cedar Creek? 

Colonel ALLEN. You mean this area [indicating] in Black Rock 
Harbor ? 

Mr. Aucutincioss. Yes. 

Colonel Atten. There is a Federal project in Black Rock Harbor 
for a channel 18 feet deep, sir. 

Mr. Aucurnc oss. Then, to some degree, the correction of this 
erosion might protect that Federal project? 

Colonel Atien. This is a fairly sizable barrier here, Mr. Auchin- 
closs, and it would not be in the foreseeable future that the sea might 
break through in here at Cedar Creek. 

Mr. Aucuincioss. And if it did, of course, it would ruin the 
channel ? 

Colonel ALLEN. Well, it would have a bad effect on the channel. 

Mr. Ancevtt. Mr. Machrowicz. 

Mr. Macurowricz. I notice in the budget report with reference to 
this project it says: 

We believe that the project should not be authorized by the Congress to pro- 
vide for Federal participation in its first cost unless the authorizing language 
includes a specific requirement, as proposed by the Beach Erosion Board, that 
local authorities shall assure maintenance of the protective and improvement 
measures during their useful life by replenishment of the beach fill at suitable 
intervals, as may be required to serve the intended purpose. 

Has there been any commitment from the local interests to that 
effect ? 

Colonel Auten. All of these projects provide that the maintenance 
will be accomplished by the local interests. 

Mr. Macurowicz. And the local interests have given notice that 
they would assume that obligation ? 

Colonel Aten. Yes; they “have concurred in the findings of the 
Board which included that provision. 

Mr. Anocetx. Are there any further questions? Are there any other 
witnesses to be heard on this project ? 

The Congressmen who represent the districts in which these projects 
are located were not able to be present today, and without objection 
authority will be given to them to place statements in the record if 
they desire to do so on either or any of the projects. 

If there is nothing further to come before the committee, the com- 
mittee will stand adjourned. 

(Thereupon, at 10:50 a. m., the subcommittee adjourned subject to 
the call of the Chair.) 
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WEDNESDAY, MAY 5, 1954 


Housr or RepresENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON Rivers AND Harpors 
OF THE COMMITTEE ON Pusiic Works, 
Washington, D.C. 

lhe subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10 a. m., in room 1302, 
New House Office Building, Hon. Homer D. Angell (chairman of the 
subcommittee ) presiding. 

Mr. ANGELL. The committee w ill come to order. The Subcommittee 
on Rivers and Harbors of the Public Works Committee will come to 
order and proceed with the hearing. In view of the fact that we have 
a heavy schedule and a necessity for completing our hearings on the 
various projects which are scheduled in our hearings before the com- 
mittee, it will be necessary to begin and proceed with as much clis 
patch as possible. 


[nuinois SHorE or Lake MicHican 


The project listed first on the agenda for today is the Illinois shore 
f Lake Michigan, which is a beach erosion project covered in House 
Docume nt Zs of the Sod Congress. Colonel Allen, We will be very 
happy to have your report on this project. 


STATEMENT OF COL. J. U. ALLEN, CORPS OF ENGINEERS, 
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY—Resumed 


Colonel Atten. Mr. Chairman, the authority for this report is con- 
tained in the River and Harbor Act of 1930, which authorized the Fed- 
eral Government to enter into cooperative studies with local agencies 
with a view to recommending Jneasures to prevent beach erosion and 
to provide shore protection, The study was entered into at a cost of 
$100,000 between the State of Illinois and the Federal Government. 
Half of the cost of the study was borne by each agency. The study 
area comprised the entire Illinois shoreline on Lake Michigan from 
the Wisconsin boundary down to the Indiana boundary, a clistance of 
58 miles. 

This shoreline at the present time has literally hundreds of shore 
protection devices of one sort or another, either groins, seawalls, bulk- 
heads, and various other protective measures which have been under- 
taken by local interests or municipalities. This study incorporated 
those in with the plan in an attempt to correct conditions which have 
developed largely as a result of these prior constructed structures. 

The entire shoreline was treated in the study and recommendations 
given for many areas which are not shown this morning. Those areas 
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were not included in a recommended Federal project either because 
they did not meet the requirements of a favorable benefit-cost ratio, or 
because of the fact that the shoreline which they were to protect was 
privately owned. 

' As a result of this study six areas were recommended for Federal 
projects. The measures recommended consist largely of groin con- 
struction, of jetty construction, of artificial fill and some riprapping. 

Mr. Ancrnt. Colonel Allen, if I may interrupt, as shown on the map 
there are apparently 9 projects, but you say you only are recommend- 
ing 6¢ 

Colonel Aten. Evanston is one project including three protective 
beaches and several sections of revetment. Chicago is another project 
including three separate areas. The first project proceeding from 
the north, is in the village of Lake Bluff, wherein certain protective 
measures are recommended consisting mostly of groin construction 
and some artificial fill. The cost of the Lake Bluff project to the Fed- 
eral Government will be $14,100. The benefit-cost ratio of the Lake 
Bluff recommendation is 1.41. 

Proceeding to the south, the Lake Forest recommendation will cost 
the Federal Government $11,600, with a benefit-cost ratio of 1.37. 
That consists of the construction of some additional groins and an ex- 
tension of groins which are already there in order to protect property 
in the village of Lake Forest. 

Mr. Anceii. Colonel, may I ask you to repeat? The first one will 
cost the Federal Government what ? 

Colonel Aruen. Lake Bluff, with a Federal cost of $14,100 and a 
benefit-cost ratio of 1.41. 

Mr. Anceti. And the second one? 

Colonel Atten. Lake Forest, $11,600 with a benefit-cost ratio of 
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Mr. Anceii. Thank you. 

Colonel Atuen. The next area is in Winnetka, Il., with a Federal 
cost of $1,200 and a benefit-cost ratio of 2.86. 

The Kenilworth recommendation is at a Federal cost of $8,000 with 
a benefit-cost ratio of 4.67. 

The Evanston recommendation has a Federal cost of $294,600, with 
. benefit-cost ratio of 2.86. 

These first five which I have mentioned from Lake Bluff to Evanston 
are completely on the one-third-two-third ratio. The figure I gave 
was for the one-third Federal participation, and that is to be matched 
by twice that amount by local agencies concerned. 

All of the property involved in these first five projects is publicly 
ow ned. 

The last project recommended, and the largest of the six, is in the 
ctiy limits of Chicago. It consists of 3 problem areas, 1 up in the 
vicinity of Grace Street, 1 between 27th and 49th Streets, and 1 between 
S1st and 55th Streets in Chicago. All of the property there is also 
publicly owned. 

The Federal cost of the Chicago project is $846,900. The non-Fed- 
eral cost of the Chicago portion is $18,722,300. The benefit-cost ratio 
of the Chicago project is 1.41. The total cost to the Federal Govern- 
ment of all 6 projects is $1,176,400. 

Mr. Ancetu. $1,176,400? 
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Colonel Auten. Yes, sir. The non-Federal cost is $19,380,900, with 
an overall benefit-cost ratio of the 6 projects of 1.5. The disparity 
between the Federal cost and the non-Federal cost in the case of 
Chicago came about in this fashion. 

The local agencies, in addition to proteeting what is already there 
in the case of the Chicago projects also asked for a betterment. In 
other words, putting more beach than is already there, strictly for 
recreational purposes. Bearing in mind the fact that the large urban 
population of Chicago has a relatively small amount of recreational 
beach area within its confines, the local agencies requested that the 
projects there be extended to provide more beach, purely for recrea 
tion, than existed in the state of nature. The Chief of Engineers felt 
that it was not the intent of the Congress in the passage of Public Law 
127 to provide an extensive betterment. So, the Federal share in the 
case of the Chicago project was limited to one-third of the cost of 
protective measures for the beach which is already in existence. The 
cost estimate was determined for the protective measures which would 
protect the land and the beach now there, and that was considered as 
i basis for determining the extent of the Federal participation in the 
Chicago project. 

The local interests would bear the entire expense of land betterment 

’ and beach improvement for recreational purposes. 

Mr. Anceti. Are there only recreational purposes protected in the 
entire project, or are there other projects than recreational that are 
being protected / 

Colonel Auten. In a number of these smaller projects there are 
cite r water supply facilities or sewer outlets which also require pro 


ction. The primary recreational benefit was in the Chicago project. 
Mir \wened That completes your statement on the project, 
(‘olonel / 


Colonel ALLEN. Yes, sir. 
Mr. Ancett. Mr. Neal, any questions 
Mr. Near. No questions. 
Mr. Aneenn. Mr. Fallon. 
Mr. Fanon. te what did you say the cost was to the Federal 
Government of the Chicago project / 
Colonel ALLEN. “$846,900, The local cost was in excess of $18 million. 
Mr. Fatton. The local cost / 
Colonel ALLEN. Yes. 
Mr. Farton. The city of Chicago is paying the $18 million 
Colonel ALLEN. That is correct. 
Mr. Fatton. That is all. 
Mr. AnGeti. Our colleague on the committee, Mr. Kluezynski, Is 
very much interested in this project. 
Mr. Kivczynski. You say this is for recreation to have more 
beach. Is that for all of the projects etanet 
‘ Colonel ALLEN. Yes, sir. That is for the three Chicago ae 
where an additional beach was recommended in set to get a larger 
recreational beach. 
Mr. Kuuczynskr. One ts Grace Street, another 27th to 49th Street 
and the other is 51st to 55th Street. Is that right? 
Colonel ALLEN. Yes. 
Mr. Kivuczynskt. We certainly Cah use plenty of that because at 
Dist to 55th Streets, I have never seen anything like that in my life. 
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The j st be hundreds ol thousands of people trying to get to the 
beach, and we do not have enough beach. I am not acquainted with 
the north side. on Grace and Belmont, but at 27th to 49th Streets is 
he we have the new housing projects, and we have hundreds of 
> ] rl} , » 1 > 
thousands of people there. The reason why I know that 1s — 


Mr. Fatton. Will the gentleman yield ¢ 

Mr. Kiuczynskti. Yes. 

Mr. Fatxon. I think I recall being in Chicago at this point and 
looking over this lakefront on one very hot day, and I do not think 
there was much more than standing room on some of the beaches that 
I saw on the lakefront in Chicago. 

Mr. Kivuczynsxt1. That is a fact. We have a beautiful lake there 
but we do not have the beaches or facilities to use it. 

Colonel Atten. That was pointed out in the report, that the local 

nterests were very desirous of increasing the recreational features 
available to the citizens of Chicago. We point out the figure as to 
how many square feet it would amount to, and it was a very small 
amount with respect to the total area that would be contiguous to the 
beach. 

Mr. Ancetzi. Mr. Kluczynski, are there any others from this area 
who desire to submit statements on this project? We had to set these 
projects down for a hearing without giving too much notice and it 
may be that some of your constituents who are in favor of this project 
may want to submit statements on it. 

Mr. Kiuczynsxt. Mr. Chairman, I did not know this was going to 
be on the agenda for this morning, but I am sure every member of the 
Chicago delegation would be happy to put in some testimony, because 
they are acquainted with that. We have one of the finest lakes in the 
country and we desire to have the problem of erosion taken care of. 

Mr. Ancexxu. Off the record. 

( Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Ancetu. All of the Chicago members were notified, but with- 
out objection it will be the order that any Congressmen who are inter- 
ested in this, and others;may submit statements in support of the proj- 
ect. If there are any such they will be filed in the record. 

Mr. Kiuczynskt. The only thing is I am sorry there were not any 
of them here to hear the colonel this morning with his wonderful 
explanation. I am sure we are all interested in something like that. 
It is something we have been looking forward to. 

Mr. Ancetu. They may file their statements in the record as though 
they were here. You may call their attention to this. 

Mr. Kiuczynskxr. Yes. 

Colonel ALLEN. I neglected to mention that the State of Illinois, 
the cooperating agency, concurs in the findings, and the Bureau of 
the Budget has no objection to the report. 

Mr. Ancetx. Has there been any opposition that developed from 
any source ? 

Colonel ALLEN. Not to my knowledge. 

Mr. Ancetu. Is there any additional testimony to be given at this 
time ? 

(No response. ) 

so Ance... If not we will proceed to the next project on the 
agenda. 
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OHIO SHORELINE OF LAKE Erte Between VERMILION AND 
SHEFFIELD LAKE ViLLaGt 


Mr. Anceii. The next project is the Ohio shoreline of Lake Erie 
between Vermilion and Sheffield Lake Village. which is covered in 
Ilouse Document No. 229 of the 83d Congress. For the record I may 
say that this project is in the District of Congressman Weichel who 
is temporarily indisposed and unable to be with us today. 

Colonel Allen, the committee will hear your report at this time if 
they may. 

Colonel ALLEN. The authority for the study of the shoreline of 
Ohio is contained in the basic River and Harbor Act of 1950. The 
report is a result of a cooperative study between the State of Ohio and 
the Federal Government. The cost of the study was $20,000, equally 
shared by the United States and the State of Ohio. The study area 
comprised some 14 miles along the shoreline of Lake Erie, in this 


vicinity. 
One area in Lorain, Ohio, is recommended for adoption asa Federal 
project. The population of Lorain is 43,000, The population of 


Lorain and Erie Counties, which are adjacent to the project are 
115,000 approximately. 

The question of providing some shore protection to the vicinity 
that can be used for recreation by the people of Lorain and Erie Coun 
ties was introduced as the desire of local interests. Severe erosion 
has occurred in this area by reason of the building of seawalls and 
bulkheads which, by reducing erosion of bluffs, caused a reduction 
of material being supplied to the beaches. 

The plan of improvement for the Lakeview Park area of Lorain 
consists of construction of 1 groin, the extension of 3 others, and the 
placement of sandfill to protect an existing seawall which protects the 
Lakeview Park area. The seawall and groins had been constructed 
by local interests before this study. 

The cost of the Lakeview Park project to the Federal Government 
is $146,000. The non-Federal cost is $292,000. The full one-third 
share by the Federal Government was recommended because the 
property protected is all publicly owned. 

Mr. AnGELL. Non-Federal $292,000? 

Colonel Auten. That is correct. I would like to change those 
figures. Those were the report figures. The revised figures, as of July 
1953, are as follows: Federal cost $185.000 and non-Federal cost $370,- 
000: with a benefit-cost ratio of 1.7 to 1. 

The State of Ohio has concurred with the report, and the Bureau of 
the Budget has no objection to the submission of the report to Congress. 

Mr. Anceti. Dr. Neal, have you any questions? 

Mr. Neat. No questions. 

Mr. Ancett. Mr. Fallon, any questions? 

Mr. Fation. No questions. 

Mr. Ancetx. Mr. Kluczynski, any questions ? 

Mr. Kiuczynskxr. No questions. 

Mr. Aneeti. Are there any additional witnesses on this project 
present ? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Ancety. If not we will proceed to the next project on the 
agenda. 
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SELKIRK SHORES STATE Park, N. Y. 


Mr. Anceit. The next project is Selkirk Shores State Park, i 
hich is a beach erosion project covered by House Document No. 343 
of the 83d Congress. Iam advised that this project is in the district of 
our — ague, Congressman Kilburn of New York. Without objec- 
tion, if he desires to submit a statement for the record it will be re- 
ceived. ' ‘olonel Allen, the committee will be glad to hear you on this. 

Colonel ALLEN. The authority for the study of Selkirk Shores State 
Park, N. Y.. is contained in the River and Harbor Act of 1930. The 
report is the result of a cooperative study entered into between the 
Federal Government and thhe State of New York. This is one of a 
number of State park areas which have been completed or which are 
under study at the present time as a result of applications for coopera 
tive study by the State of New York. 

Selkirk Shores State Park is up here in the bend of Lake Ontario, 
at the extreme eastern end, between Oswego and Pulaski. It is a 
State-owned park and used for the recreation of the citizens of New 
York in that area. 

The development there consists of cottages, camp sites, bathing 
areas and picnic and parking areas, all of which have been developed 
by the St ite of New York’s Division of Parks. 

The shore along here consists of a bluff. They have developed the 
beach area in here. This is entirely a bluff area and not suitable for 
bathing because of the precipitous nature of the bluff and the nature 
of the material. 

Grindstone Creek, which exits into the lake at this point has over a 
per iod of years migrated northward. By closing and reopening it 
caused instability of the shore. So this project includes a structure 
for the outlet of Grindstone C reek which would confine it to this loca- 
tion and prevent it from migrating and eroding the only beach area 
in the vie inity. 

The proje ct consists of a revetment in front of the bluff to prevent 
further encroachment on State property and consequent destruction 
of buil ings and structures which have been built immediately in the 
rear of the bluff. It also consists of the outlet structure to Grindstone 
Creek which will confine it to this location. It consists of the altera- 
tion of the groin previously built by local interests, and a proposed new 
groin and sandfill in between the groins to protect the beach and 
bathing recreation in that area. 

The cost of the project » Feder>| Government as of July 1953 
s $186.500. The non-Fede talk cost is $273,000. The entire shoreline is 
} ubl ely owned, so the full one third Federal share was ap plied 1. The 
benefit-cost ratio of the project is 1.3%. 

The Department of Public Works of New York reviewed the report 

made no comment. The Conservation Department of New York 
is reviewed it and thes have ho comment, The Bureau of the Budget 
iS ho o ject on to the submission of the report to the Congress, 

Mr. Awe Is it entirely for park purposes and recreation? 

Colonel ALLEN. Yes, sir. Protecting the investment of the park 
in structures and facilities built here for the recreation of the people. 

Mr. Fanron. It is on State-owned land ? 


Colonel Auten. Yes. All of it. 


LL. 
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Mr. lay LON. No private beaches at all? 

Colonel AnLEN. None at all. 

Mr. Ancenr. Is it a park that is being used / 

Colonel ALLEN. Yes, sir. It is not a future development. It is an 
existing development ; very highly developed and well used 

Mr. ANGELL. Is it in the vicinity of one of the large cities 7 

Colonel AtLen. It is in the vicinity of Oswego; and Syracuse and 
Rome also use this particular park area, with a combined population 
of some 385,000 people. 

Mr. Anoeti. Are there other similar park iveas available in the 
near vicinity ¢ 

Colonel ALLEN. Not in the near vicinity. There are othe parks 
of which the committee will doubtless hear later, farther on down Lake 
Ontario, but not in this immediate vicinity. 

Mr. ANGELL. Dr. Neal, any questions / 

Mr. Near. What would be the approximate distance to the location 
of other facilities for this purpose, Colonel ? 

Colonel Auten. Fair Haven Beach is another State Park which is 
being studied at the time, and ts 30 miles to the west. 

Mr. Anceti. Are there any further questions / 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Anceti. Thank you, Colonel. 

Mr. Becker. Mr. Chairman, I apologize for not being here, but I 
had to appear before the House Committee on Merchant Marine this 
morning. 

Mr. Ancewu. I believe that concludes the testimony on this project. 
If there is no further testimony, and there are no further projects 
listed for hearing this morning, the committee stands adjourned. 

Thank you, gentlemen, for your attendance. 

(Whereupon, at 10:40 a. m.. the committee adjourned. ) 
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FRIDAY, MAY 7, 1954 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON Rivers AND Harpors 
OF THE COMMITTEE ON Pusiic Works, 
Washington, D. ¢ 

The subcommittee met at 10 a. m., in room 1302, House Office Build- 
ing, Hon. Homer D. Angell (chairman of the subcommittee) presiding. 

Mr. Ancetx. The committee will come to order. 

We have a large schedule today and it will be necessary to keep 
moving along in order to complete it. 

The first project we have is the Waikiki Beach, island of Oahu, T. H., 
House Document 227, 83d Congress. 

Mr. Farrington advised me it would be impossible for him to be 
here but he would like permission to file a statement for the record. 
Without objection, that will be permitted. 

Colonel Allen, we will be glad to hear you at this time. 


STATEMENT OF. COL. J. U. ALLEN, CORPS OF ENGINEERS, UNITED 
STATES ARMY—Resumed 


Waikikt Beacn, T. H. 


Col. J. U. AtLen. The report for Waikiki Beach, 'T. H., was author 
ized under cooperative study provisions in section 2 of the River and 
Harbor Act of 1930, Mr. Chairman. It reports the results of a co- 
operative study between the Board of Harbor Commissioners of the 
Territory of Hawaii and the United States, cooperative study costing 
343,000. 

Waikiki Beach is located on the island of Oahu, one of the larger 
islands in the Hawaiian Island group, Mr. Chairman. 

The study area comprises about three and a half miles of shore ex- 
tending northwesterly from the vicinity of Diamond Head crater. 

It includes both privately and publicly owned portions of shore. 
The publicly owned portions consist of a Federal reservation as well 
as the properties owned by the municipality of Honolulu or territory 
of Hawaii and developed as park areas and a yacht basin. 

The privately owned shoreline is highly developed as residential, 
hotel, and business areas which are immediately contiguous to the 
shore. 

The problem at Waikiki Beach has been one of erosion due to cycli- 

cal movements of sand on and off shore. In some other projects we 
have heard that the primary cause of erosion was a predominant drift 
of sand away from the area. 
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In this case, in addition to the predominately northwestward drift, 
the sand is periodically removed offshore or restored to the beach, 
depending upon the condition of the sea and the time of the year. 

Each time the sand is returned to the beach, it is returned in smaller 
quantity than was previously removed, with the result that the sand 
has been gradually disappearing from the beach, requiring local agen- 
cies to take measures to protect their shores from further erosion. 

The project recommended for this area consists of placing sand fill 

pon the beach. 

It also consists of the construction of certain storm drains and sea 
walls where the beach is immediately adjacent to the highway. 

Che cost of the project is estimated as of October 1953 at $1.505.000. 
of which the Federal share is $283,700, or the cost applicable to 
protecting publicly owned property. 

The benefit-cost ratio of the project is 11.6. This ratio is high due 
to the value of the property immediately adjacent to the area which 
s to be protected. 

The Board of Harbor Commissioners, in cooperation with whom 
the study was made, approved the report but suggested that at the 
time this work is done consideration be given to a military project to 


' 
1 
protect Fort De Russy, a military reservation. This latter project 
was not included in the recommended project. ” 

The cooperating agency pointed out that since military personnel | 

se all beaches in the area they felt that a military project should be 

stituted at the time of initiation of this project for Waikiki Beach 
for 1 Fort De Russy Reservatio1 

Che Budget Bureau has no objection to the submission of the report 
to Congress. It makes a notation with respect to the sizabie indirect 

enefits of the project accruing to privately owned shores ; this in addi 

on to p iblie benefits which vlive a ratio of benefits to costs of Y.0 ' 
for the publicly owned portions of the shore only. 

No attempt was made to separate the privately owned beaches from 
the project. The problem area as far west as Fort De Russy was treated 
is an entity, and the project recommended irrespective of the owner- } 
ship in order to get a full and comprehensive solution of the problem 
for that area. i 

\Ly. \M ACK, Phe Ost elie t ratio is exceedingly high. ; 

Colonel ALLEN. Yes. 

Mr. Mack. Does it include both loeal contribution and the Federal 
contribution / 

Colonel Auten. It was derived by taking all charges and all benefits, d 
irrespective of to whom they accrue or who pays them. It considers i 
the e tire project. ‘ q 

Mr M ick. In this parti ular project the local interests are supply- # 
ne ove i percent ot the cost and the (sovernment less than 20 rg 
perce! tt ; 4 

Colonel Atnen. That is right, $1,220,000 as opposed to approxi- 4 
mately S285.000 for the Federal Government. 





Mr. Mack. That is all. Colonel. 
Thank your very mucl 
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Cotp Spring Inter (Care May Harpor), N. J. 


Mr. M 05 The second project is Cold Spring Inlet, Cape May 
Harbor, N..J., House Document 206, 83d Congress. 

We have ne re today to testify on this project Congressman T. Millet 
Hand of New Jersey. 

Would you care to testify first, Mr. Hand, or would you like this 
gentleman to explain the project 

Mr. Hanp. I think with your permission I will testify first, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr. Mack. The committee will be glad to have you do so. 


STATEMENT OF HON. T. MILLET HAND, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF NEW JERSEY—Resumed 


\ir. Hanp. I will not burden the committee with a lengthy state- 
ment. The committee has been patient with me. This is the third 
proje t on which I have appeared, and, incidentally, I think it is the 

ast in my district which is prese ntly approved or under consideration 
for approval by the Corps of Engineers and the Secretary of the Army. 

What I previously said to the committee with reference to beach 
erosion projects generally, and with special reference to their great 
mportance to my State of New Jersey and to my Congressional Dis- 
trict, need not be repeated because I indicated that to the committee in 
testifying last May on the project at Atlantic City, N. J., and, more 
recently at the project at Oc ean City, so that those general statements 
[ think can well not be repeated. 

Mr. Mack. The committee has had an opportunity of visiting the 
New Jersey coast and observing the project as eye witnesses, Mr. Hand. 
Committee members were much impressed with the urgency of some- 

iing being done to preserve the New Jersey beaches which undoubt- 
edly are the most patronized beaches in the United States. 

Mr. Hanp. I remember distinctly the visit of the present acting 
chairman and other members of the committee a good many years 
igo. Ido hind that you were kind to visit us and that you were, as 
you just stated, impressed with the beaches and with our need for 
protecting them. 

[ think it is undoubtedly true that the New Jersey beaches taken 
as a Whole, I presume because of their location nearer to metropolitan 
centers, as well as their quality, are the most populous and popular 
resort beaches in the area. The beach at Atlantic City undoubtedly 
has the highest summer population of any resort beach. 

There is nothing especially different or new about this project at 
Cape May with one or two exceptions. 

This was not initiated under the Cooperative Studies Act of the 
79th Congress, which you gentlemen approved after that visit to New 
Jersey, I think. It was approved under the Rivers and Harbors Act 
of 1946, + at is the study was, prior to the passage of those acts. 

I think it is proper for me to say that the reason it was approved 
for study at sae time, and rather speci lly ap proved, is because there 
was considerable feeling then, and there remains a considerable feel 
ng. which may or may not be supported in full by the Corps 
ol Eneimeers, that the damage to the once very f: mous be: ac h at C ape 
May was caused by the construction of jetties forming Cold Spring 
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ind Cold Spring Harbor, which is immediately north of the 

it Cape May. 

» jetties were commenced to be built, I think, in 1908 and were 
ibout 1911 They “ure mussive stone jetties, approximately a 

neth, going 10 feet above mean low water, and it is the theory 


al interests, partly supported by a number of the Corps of 


ers to whom I have talked informally from time to time over 

| of vears, th: 

d long as t] ey are, have had the obvious effect of prevent- 

ttoral drift of sand, which in that area always is southerly, 
uing on to the bea at Cape May. 

It is apparent, to the iked eve, because you Cah see ata 

the piling up ol the beach at the adjacent northerly resorts 

cLWwe od Crest and \\ liwood are now, ¥ ith one or two excep 

thie widest 1 d perhaps the best beaches 1) the world. That 

just piled up to the north as the littoral drift has been 

topped fro! its norma! flow toward the end of New Jersey. which is 


the construction of those jetties, as massive 


Cape May. with the unfortunate result for us that our beach has been 
starved nd their beaches have been enhanced until they are now 
vy and beautiful beaches I hope sometime during the 
members of the committee might have another opportunity 

all of our beacl es, We would welcome you heartily. 
age might well have been caused by the Federal Govern 
we are not In a position to complain too much, because 


lt by the Federal Government has been beneficial to us. 


her things it is enhanced our commercial fishing industry 


as made possible Federal installations there of some 


that is of some importance to this project because the 

‘re designed would not only protect the public bathing 

Cape May City but it would also protect the land immedi- 

ately adjacent to the harbor, a considerable amount of which shore 

fro} tage 1s owned by the Kec ral (,sovernment and On which how is 

located the main. if not th ) ly, recel\ ing center for the United States 
ast Guard. 

During both wars the Navy likewise was in occupation of portions 
of Cape May as well as the Army, so there is real Federal interest in 
this particular locality. 

It doesn’t make too much difference, I am sure, to the committee but 
Cape May is possibly the oldest of all seashore resorts. It has been 
popular since before 1800. It is a somewhat smaller town than the 
last project I discussed with you at Ocean City, and of course it is very 
much smaller than the great resort at Atlantic City. 

Likewise benefit-cost ratio at 2.5 is not nearly so large as the benefit- 
cost ratio at Atlantic City, but is higher than most other projects which 
your committee and mine have examined. 

The amount of the contribution proposed by the Federal Govern- 
ment is not to exceed about 17 percent because the city of Cape May 
owns just in excess of 50 or 52 percent of the beaches publicly, so that 
as usual in many of these projects, including the one at Waikiki just 
discussed, the Federal contribution is limited under the acts passed 
by the 79th Congress. 

There is not much more I need to add beyond the expert testimony 
which Colonel Allen will give you. 3 
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I think if we had in those days, back in 1908 and 1911, if we then 
had the benefit of the experts we now have under our beach erosion 
laws, and with the accumulation of data by the Beach Erosion Board, 
that either those jetties might not have been built, or they would have 
been built in a somewhat different way. I cling to the theory that 
the construction of those jetties has starved the beach at Cape May. 
So, briefly, the engineers propose sand deposits to take care of that 
starvation situation. 

Needless to say I am personally very much interested in this par- 
ticular project because this is not only in my district, but is is my home 
town. 

Again I thank the committee for their courtesy to me, and for their 
careful attention. I do hope that these projects, which seem to me to 
be justified, as well as the others that you have been good enough to 
hear during this year and last, can be authorized by this committee, 
and thus we take one step further toward a program which I think is 
extremely important to my area and, in fact, to the United States. 

Mr. Mack. As you describe the condition here at Cape May it is 
almost similar to one on the seacoast of the State of Washington, with 
which I am very familiar. 

Early in the century the Government built a long jetty out into the 
sea. ‘That jetty has resulted in the building up of a wider beach at one 
point, composed of sand dunes. 

Who supplies the local interest money for this project ? 

Mr. Hann. The city of Cape May would supply the local interest 
money. 

Mr. Macx. In some cases where we have had beach erosion the 
State has assumed all local costs. 

Mr. Hann. Let me add this, Mr. Chairman: In New Jersey we 
have for some time had State laws which provide for a 50 percent 
contribution for certain projects authorized and approved by the 
State and built in accordance with their specifications, which with or 
without Federal participation, the State, if it approves the project, 
will contribute 50 percent of the cost of beach erosion devices. 

Whether that would apply to this project if there were Federal 
participation I am not prepared to say, but there is 50 percent State 
contribution to a normal project approved by the State without 
Federal participation. 

Mr. Mack. Thank you very much, Mr. Hand. 

Mr. Oaxman. Mr. Hand has given us a good picture of the problem 
there. I would be interested to see what the Corps of Engineers has 
to recommend for remedial action. 

Mr. Mack. Thank you, Mr. Hand. 

Mr. Hann. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Mack. The committee will be glad to hear Colonel Allen. 

Colonel Atuen. As Mr. Hand has pointed out, this was not a 
cooperative study here at Cape May. It was the result of a direct 
authorization from the Public Works Committee, from the Congress, 
to study the question at Cape May. 

The beach erosion board concluded that the construction of the 
jetties at Cold Spring Inlet contributed materially to the increased 
erosion in the vicinity of Cape May. 

As Mr. Hand pointed out these jetties were constructed in the period 
of 1908 to 1911 when very little was known, considerable surmise but 
48358—54—-vol. 210 
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very little definitely known, about shore processes. Where did the 
sand come from, where did it go, what caused it to act as it did? — 

As he pointed out, due to the Congress setting up the Beach Erosion 
Board and recognizing the problems which face our coastal States 
and coastal communities, we are now in a position to point with con- 
siderably more accuracy to the behavior of such structures as the 
jetties at Cold Spring Inlet. ; 

I think it is evident from just looking at this chart that the domi- 
nant direction of littoral drift being southwestward the jetties impede 
its movement and cause the sand to pile up on the northeastern side of 
the northeastern jetty. 

The waves. however, coming dominantly from the northeast, have 
the same capability for moving material downcoast, but they cannot 
move it from the Wildwood side to the Cape May side of the jetties. 
Therefore, it is the beach southwest from the jetties which suffers. 

Waves reaching the beach southwest of the jetties bring no material 
but remove existing material from this area in a southwesterly direc- 
tion and this coast guard frontage immediately adjacent to the jetties 
has been to some extent providing some nourishment to the built up 
ecitv of Cape May. 

Had this latter area been thoroughly built up and protected the 
erosion would have been greater in the areas downcoast therefrom. 

Mr. Mack. What do the green lines represent, Colonel ? 

Colonel Atien. They are part of the recommended project; they 
are the stone groin extensions which are in the recommended project. 

The project recommended for Cape May consists of replacing on 
the beach material that the ocean and the waves have removed; and 
subsequently constructing or extending groins to retain that material 
if maintenance experience shows groins to be necessary. 

Bear in mind the fact that there is little material supplied naturally 
to this area so that groins have to be filled artificially. Mere construc- 
tion of the groins without filling them would afford very little protec- 
tion because there is no material supplied naturally to fill them, except 
that eroded from the upcoast area and until the groins were full 
erosion downcoast therefrom would be intensified. 

The recommended plan also provides a stockpile supply of material 
here along the adjacent shore to the east of the fill area for the waves 
to attack and transport down the beach. 

As is true in any of these artificial nourishment projects, continued 
maintenance, and continued stockpiling is a requirement for accom- 
plishment by local interests. 

Public Law 727 does not permit the Federal Government to assist in 
maintenance of these projects but all maintenance costs must be borne 
by local interests. 

The total cost of the project, that is the beach fill and stockpile, the 
groin extension, and the groin construction amounts to $1,270,000, of 
which $260,000 is the Federal share, or one-third of the cost applicable 
to protecting the publicly owned portion of the shore. 

Benefit-cost ratio is 1.95 for the entire project. 

I would like to point out that the annual cost of maintenance of this 
project, exclusive of interest and amortization, is $91.000. In other 
words, it would cost $91,000 annually for local interests to maintain 
the groins and provide a supply of material to continue the nourish- 
ment of the shoreline. 
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Mr. Oaxman. Are those groins built out at right angles with the 
shoreline ? 

Colonel Auten. Yes, sir. 

Mr. OakMAN. How far up will the groins extend out from the beach 
proper, just approximately ? 

Colonel Arten. The lengths of the complete extended groins are 
from about 400 to 500 feet. 

Mr. Oakman. You have about a dozen of them there? 

Colonel AtteNn. Five new timber groins, and extension of 5 existing 
stone groins, a total of 10—5 new ones and 5 extended. 

Mr. OakMan. What are those things at the upper part there ? 

Colonel Aten. These are groins which have been constructed by 
local interests or were under construction by local interests in 1952. 

In the comments of the State of New Jersey on this report, the 
State concurred in the findings and hoped that the $340,000, which 
already has been expended by the State and city in accordance with 
the recommendation of this project, would be considered when the 
project finally is approved and funds appropriated. 

This is true of man V of our projects, as you will recall, where the 
emergency Was upon the community. The y coulc 1 not wait for author- 
ization and appropriation of Federal funds, so they have gone ahead 
in accordance with the plan and constructed either all or portions of 
the project. 

Mr. Mack. Have any shore installations such as buildings, roads 
or railroads or homes been damaged by this erosion ? 

Colonel Aten. In this particular project? 

Mr. Mack. In this area. 

Colonel Atuen. The local community, sir, has had severe erosion 
of the shoreline. They have gone ahead and i in order to prevent fur- 
ther encroachment of the ocean on the property have defended against 
it by means or seawalls and groins. The waves breaking on these 
seawalls caused further erosion at their base. These measures have 
provided some temporary protection to the shoreline of Cape May. 

Mr. Mack. Will these groins which you propose to install on the 
coastline further protect the shore from the erosion ? 

Colonel AtteN. The sand is placed there in order to dissipate the 
energy of the waves before it reaches the seawalls which : are built 
there now. The beach is the dissipator of the wave energy, so that 
by the time it hits the shoreline the energy is lost, and the groins retain 
the sand on the beach. 

Mr. Mack. Winter storms along this coast are very severe, are they 
not ¢ 

Colonel Auten. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Mack. Without protection there would be a great deal of 
damage? 

Colonel Atuen. Yes. 

Mr. Mack. What is the length of that coastline? 

Colonel AttEN. The length of the area study is 6 miles. 

Mr. Mack. Further questions? 

Mr. OaxmMaAn. When a community proceeds because of an emergency 
T believe we recognize that previous contributions are included in 
the 

Mr. Mack. The law is that on beach erosion problems local interests 
must provide two-thirds of the cost and the Federal Government if 
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the property is publicly owned one-third. In this case the local 
interests are putting up about 80 percent of the cost. 

Mr. Oakman. The request was that the amount heretofore spent, 
approximately one-third of a million dollars, be taken into consid- 
eration. 

Colonel Atiten. That is correct. 

Mr. Oaxman. Is it not part of the overall policy to recognize the 
moneys heretofore expended ? 

Mr. Mack. It has been so recognized in many cases. 

Colonel Aten. I think it is within the scope of the Committee to 
recognize that the work has been done and they have been very sure not 
only in this instance but others to have their plans and specifications 
and work in accordance with the recommended plan so that when the 
project is authorized they are in a position to request reimbursement 
for expenditures already made. 

Mr. Oaxman. Let us take this specific case, where the local com- 
munity was proceeding back there in 1952 on their own. They were 
doing work which was part of the plan which the Corps of Engineers 
had prepared previously / 

Colonel Atten. That is correct. 

Mr. Oaxman. So we are not working at cross purposes or opposite 
directions. It isall part of an agreed upon plan. 

Colonel Aten. They have been fully aware that authorization of 
the project would be delayed and in order to assure their possibility 
of returning later and asking for reimbursement of funds spent they 
have gone ahead in accordance with the recommended plan. That 
was true, you will recall, in the case of Virginia Beach which you 
have already heard. 

Mr. Mack. The Los Angeles Harbor case is the other. 

I think that is all, Colonel. Thank you very much for your testi- 
mony. 

Mr. Hanp. One further word. I want to emphasize again that in 
this project, and the other two projects in my district, although a 

ercentage of the beaches are privately owned, in each case the entire 
Seen is completely open without restriction to the public. 
Mr. Mack. I think the committee understands that, Mr. Hand. 


CLEVELAND AND LAaKEwoop, Onto, EpGeEwatTer AND Wuirtr Crry Parks 


Mr. Mack. Cleveland and Lakewood, Ohio, Edgewater and White 
City Parks, House Document 502, 81st Congress. 

Colonel Allen, we will hear your testimony. 

Colonel ALLEN. The report on Cleveland and Lakewood, Ohio is the 
result of a cooperative study entered into between the Federal Gov- 
ernment and the city of Cleveland. The cost of the study was $23,500, 
fully borne by the Federal Government and the city, on a 50-50 basis. 

The length of the study area was 18 miles. That was the length of 
the problem area which the city of Cleveland wished the Federal 
Government to examine. 

As a result of the study of the entire area, two small projects are 
recommended. There were recommendations for other areas within 
the 18 miles, but for one reason or another, either lack of an adequate 
benefit cost ratio or lack of public interest, they were not included in 
the recommended Federal project. 
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The primary use of the Edgewater Park area, which is one of the 
two included in the recommended project, is one of the recreational 
areas serving the city of Cleveland. There isa bluff area immediately 
along the shoreline fronted in part by narrow beaches. The bluff has 
been subject to severe erosion. Recent high lake levels have also 
contributed to the recession of the bluff line. 

Local interests desire to protect their existing bluff line there and 
construct a park, or reconstruct a park, for the city of Cleveland. 

There is inadequate supply of material available from erosion of 
bluffs immediately to the west from which direction the drift nor- 
mally comes, so it is necessary to provide material artificially to 
replace that which has disappeared from the park area. 

Groins by themselves in this case, as in some of 7 other cases we 
have had for groins, are ineffective for building a beach because of 
the inadequate amount of material in motion to be trapped, but it 
is necessary in this case, to recommend in conjunction with the 
artificial fill groins to reduce losses of the high-cost fill. 

Of the 2 projects which were recommended the one at Edgewater 
Park has a total cost as of July 1953 of $3,825,000. 

The Federal share of that would be $1,275,000. It is all publicly 
owned so the full one-third ratio can be applied. 

The other small area which was recommended to be protected is 
an area known as White City Park. Total cost of that project was 
$206,700, with a Federal share of $68,900. 

Benefit-cost ratio of the Edgewater Park project is 1.33, and the 
White City Park project, 4.52. 

When this report was submitted to the Bureau of the Budget, that 
office raised some questions with respect to the Edgewater beach and 
Edgewater Park area, feeling it was primarily a recreational beach 
as opposed to one for shore protection. 

Assistant Chief of Engineers for Civil Works replied to the objec- 
tions pointing out there was severe erosion along the entire bluff area. 
The benefits were not exclusively recreational although recreational 
benefits constituted the major portion of those benefits evaluated. 

The city of Cleveland has had the report and has had no comment. 

I think that is all, Mr. Mack. 

Mr. Mack. Colonel, in this bluff area is any valuable property 
likely to be destroyed by erosion ? 

Colonel Atten. This is not a residential area, Mr. Mack. It is 
primarily a park area for the city of Cleveland. The only structures, 
if there are any, would be those related to a park development. 

There is the Park Highway constructed here as a scenic road : 
the top of the bluff. 

Mr. Mack. Is there any likelihood of the highway being washed 
away ¢ 

Colonel Aten. If the erosion were to continue it would require 
protection. There is a history of erosion of the bluff area. 

Mr. Mack. Did a considerable amount of erosion occur there last 
year, do your know? 

Colonel Auten. This is a fairly old report, Mr. Mack, 1948. 

Mr. Oaxman. Erosion is worse when the water is high. Is that 
right ? 

Colonel Aten. Yes. 
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Mr. Oakman. We have had high waters for how long, 4 years? 

Colonel ALLEN. We have been on the high cycle. I think lake levels 
have reached the peak and are on the way down in the entire Great 
Lakes system. 

Mr. Mack. The Army is of the opinion that correction of erosion 
is very important. Is that right? 

Colonel ALLEN. That was the recommendation. 

Mr. Mack. What was the cost-benefit ratio ? 

Colonel Auten. For the Edgewater Park portion the ratio of bene- 
fits to costs 1s 1.33. 

Mr. Mack. That is about the lowest benefit of any of these beach- 
erosion project s the committee has considered, is it not ? 

Colonel Aten. There were others in that range but the majority of 
them have been in excess of this. 

Mr. Mack. Four, five, or six to one is most of them / 

Colonel Atuen. Yes, sir. Where we have residential or hotel con- 
struction immediately in the project area the benefits are very much 
higher. 

Mr. Mack. All of the land on this beach is publicly owned ¢ 

Colonel Auten. All of it, yes. 

Mr. Mack. Owned by the city ? 

Colonel ALLEN. Yes. 

Mr. Mack. The city would supply the local contribution toward the 
project ¢ 
Colonel Atien. That is correct, sir. They have performed prior 


to the initiation of this study considerable improvement already from 
tiie tandpoimt of eroin construction and other efforts to protect this 
particular frontag 

Mr. Mack. You said you ave not rece ived any communication 
from the city of Cleveland. Does that indicate the city’s lack of 
interest the proje té ' 


Colonel Atuen. I said we had no comment. Whether that meant 
we received no communication or no favorable reply ° | don’t know. 
There is not ning in the document ‘ M Py 4 hairman, to indicate that the 
city of Cleveland has formally commented on the completed study. 

Mr. Mack. What is the date of the document ? 

Colonel Auten. The date of the document is this: It was sent to 
Congress February 28, 1950. 

Mr. Mack. If the city of Cleveland were interested in this project 
you would think city officials would express their opinion on it 

Colonel ALLEN. On page od of the report there is discussed a reply 
trom thi mayor of ( eveland regarding the submission of he plans 
to the city of Cleveland officials prior to completion of the report. It 
states that the city administration is in accord with the proposed plans 
and should find it self able to meet the responsibil ities imposed, pro- 
vided they are spread over a period of 5 years. 

Mr. Mack. Then you do have a communication from the city? 

Colonel \LLEN. Yes. 

Mr. Mack. Mr. Warburton / 

Mr. Warevurron. No questions. 

Mr. Mack. That is all, Colonel. 


—_— 
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CARPINTERIA TO Pornt Muev, Catir. 


Mr. Mack. The next project is the coast of California, Carpinteria 
to Point Mugu, House Document 29, 83d Congress. 

Mr. Bramblett, do you want to testify first or have the Army engi- 
neers go on first / 

Mr. Bramsierr. I would rather listen to their testimony first. 

Mr. Mack. We will have the testimony of Colonel Allen, then. 

Colonel ALLEN. You will recall, Mr. Chairman, that we had a study 
presented earlier this week at Port Hueneme. Port Hueneme is in the 
southwest segment of this study area. Point Mugu is farther down or 
at the southern extremity. 

Mr. Mack. Hueneme was a combined navigation and erosion 
problem ¢ 

Colonel AtLEN. Yes, sir. This study, referred to as appendix I, was 
a cooperative study entered into between the Federal Government and 
the State of California, and it was one of several which are either com- 
pleted or underw ay in cooperat ion with the State. 

This area covers about 38 miles southeastward from Carpinteria. 

Mr. Mack. Isthis ona harbor ? 

Colonel Atten. No. This isa segment of coast on the Pacific Ocean. 

Santa Barbara is northwestward from the study area, Los Angeles 
is in the opposite direction about 65 or 70 miles downcoast. 

The entire study covered coastline of some 38 miles from Carpinteria 
to Point Mugu. 

The only recommended correction for the entire shoreline, exclusive 
of the one you have already heard for Port Hueneme, is the protection 
of the Ventura Pierpont area in the northwestern seoment ol the 
study area. 

Material reaches this area as littoral drift from the Santa Barbara 
area and Ventura River delta to the north and passes on cowncoast 
to the cd lta of the Santa Clara River and the impounding are: of the 
Port Hueneme jett ies. 

Erosion has occurred in the region between Ventura and Santa 
Clara Rivers. 

It is proposed to correct. that erosion by the construction of 3 eroins 
in the order of 1, 2, 3, from south to north, in order to entrap the 
material which is in motion and widen the beach. 

This is not a case where we have to artificially supply material to the 
beach between the groins. There is sufficient material in motion at 
this point and the groins are to be constructed in this order, 1, 2, 5, or 
the most southerly or easterly groin first with construction of 2 and 3 
to be deferred pending observation of the first groin and demonstra- 
tion of need for the other 2. 

These structures will impound material and build up a protective 
beach to prevent further erosion of the shoreline to the rear. 

The cost of this project is $221,000, of which $73,700 is the Federal 
share, or the full one-third since the frontage involved is all publicly 
owned. 

Benefit-cost ratio is 1.4. 

Mr. Mack. What is the size of the city of Ventura? 

Colonel ALLEN. Ventura is listed at about 20,000, with summer in- 
creases of 10 to 20 thousand. 

Mr. Mack. And Pierpont ? 
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Colonel Auten. Pierpont is included in that figure. Pierpont is a 
suburb. 

Mr. Mack. What is the distance of this beach ? 

Colonel ALLEN. Total area of the study was 38 miles, from Car- 
pinteria to Point Mugu. 

The groin area is about 2 to 3 miles, that is, the area for which we are 
recommending protection. 

Mr. Mack. Exclusively recreation area ? 

Colonel Aten. Not entirely. It is required in part for recreation 
but also to prevent further erosion of the bluff line. 

Mr. Mack. If the erosion occurred would it destroy buildings, 
homes, roads, railroads ? 

Colonel ALLEN. In this area the town properties are immediately 
in rear of the bluff line. Here there is considerable distance before we 
would actually reach property which should be protected. 

Mr. Mack. There is some danger that shore installations might be 
washed away unless some protective measure is taken ? 

Colonel Atien. If allowed to continue it would, yes. 

Mr. Mack. Questions. 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Mack. Thank you, Colonel. 

Colonel Auten. I would like to add that the California Department 
of Public Works has concurred in the findings and the Bureau of the 
Budget had no objection to the report. 

Mr. Mack. What was the cost-benefit ratio? 

Colonel Aten. The ratio of benefits to costs is 1.4. 

Mr. Mack. The committee will be pleased to hear our colleague, 
Congressman Bramblett on this project. 


STATEMENT OF HON. ERNEST K. BRAMBLETT, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Brameterr. I want to definitely indicate my interest in this 
project, Mr. Chairman, and to emphasize 1 or 2 points. 

I think it is developed down to the water’s edge. 

The mountains and hills you see are in the city of Ventura and 
not far from the ocean. If any of you have been through there, the 
county courthouse is back in the hills and overlooks this whole area. 
It is all built up. 

There are some sections which, as the colonel indicated, are not as 
susceptible at the moment as others. But if you were ever in the city of 
Ventura you will remember it is like many of the places in your dis- 
trict, Congressman. It comes right straight down to the ocean. There 
is no level spot other than the through main streets. 

I think it is very necessary, and I hope your committee will see fit, 
to approve this particular project. 

Mr. Mack. What local agency, city, county, or State, supplies 
money for the local interest ? 

Mr. Bramecerr. If I am not mistaken I think it is a combined dis- 
trict which provides the local money, and Hueneme was built around 
the high-school district. In this case it is a combination of county, 
city, and the State which forms the local agency, is it not, Colonel ? 

Colonel ALLEN. Which initiated the studies? 

Mr. Mack. The one who will pay the local share. 
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I am interested in this because I have a community in my district 
which has a serious beach erosion problem and I do not think it has 
the money to finance it itself. 

Mr. Bramesierr. You would be very much interested from that 
standpoint in getting the financial setup of the harbor district, the 
developers of the Port Hueneme project, It is coterminus with the 
high-school district which is the tax base. I will send out a memo and 
ask them to give me anything they have available relating to the his- 
tory and bac ‘kground for you. 

Mr. Mack. That nome | be very helpful. 

Mr. Brampterr. I will be glad to do that. 

Mr. Mack. Any et 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Mack. Thank you, Mr. Bramblett. 

We have one other project this morning. 


Pornt Muceu tro San Prepro Breakwater, Catir. 


Mr. Mack. The next project is the coast of California, Point Mugu 
to San Pedro Breakwater, House Document 277, 83d Congress. 

Colonel Allen, we will hear from you. 

CotoneL, AuuLEeN. This study, Mr. Chairman, is adjacent to the area 
we just heard. 

Mr. Oaxman. Part of the 38-mile overall ? 

Colonel Aten. Not the same 38 miles but an adjoining area to the 
southeast. 

Mr. Brameerr. May I interrupt just a moment? There is very 
little of this project in my area. If I may just indicate my interest in 
that part which connects with my district? 

Mr. Mack. Yes. 

Mr. Bramstetr. I, too, am interested in this project and with the 
other Congressmen who have indicated their interest in it to me I want 
to have the record show that it is very necessary from the standpoint 
of beach erosion in the area. 

Mr. Mack. The committee is glad to have had your statement. 

Now, Colonel Allen. 

Colonel Aten. Point Mugu, which was the southeastern terminus 
of the study we just examined, is the northwestern extremity of this 
one. This continues the study of this portion of the California coast- 
line from Point Mugu southeastward past Santa Monica, down to 
the San Pedro Breakwater. It is another one of the cooperative 
studies under way in conjunction with the State of California. 

As I mentioned the other day here are submarine canyons off of 
Port Hueneme and Point Mugu with the result that the amount of 
material which passes Port Hueneme jetties is deflected into the off- 

shore canyon and lost to the shore, and a portion of the material 
eroded from the shore between Port Hueneme and Port Mugu is lost 
into Mugu canyon with a resultant deficiency in the area to the south. 

There is some material supplied by erosion of the bluffs and by 
streams northwest of Santa Monica, but the composite result is a 
deficiency of material in the Santa Monica area downcoast to San 
Pedro. 

This area to be protected here is of a somewhat different nature 
than the one we discussed in the previous report. 
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Santa Monica is developed right to the shoreline. It is an exten- 
sive recreational center for the Los Angeles area. Other developed 
communities in the Santa Monica bay region include Venice, El 
Segundo, Manhattan Beach, Hermosa Beach, and Redondo Beach. 

Harbor improvements at Playa del Rey and Redondo Beach are 
the subject of separate reports, results of which are incorporated in 
this overall plan, so that when and if the Playa del Rey and Redondo 
Beach plans are adopted they will be in conformance with the recom- 
mended overall treatment of the coastline. 

Mr. Mack. These beaches are the ocean playground of the people 
of Los Angeles. Is that right? 

Colonel Auten. Yes. And in the area of Santa Monica, Venice 
and Manhattan Beach, construction has moved right to the limit 
of the present beach. There is very little, if any, property between 
the building line and the high-water line or beach line. 

Mr. Mack. Are these beaches publicly owned ¢ 

Colonel Aten. Yes, sir. Some of them are privately owned but 
they were included in the overall plan and the Federal share applied 
only to costs of protecting the public portions. 

The plan of correction here bbhaiats of the construction of groins 
in this area to the northwest of Santa Monica. This beach at the pres- 
ent time is very close to the highway and it has periodically inter- 
ferred with movement up and down this coastal highway. 

Mr. Mack. Highway 101, is a coast-to-coast highway ? 

Colonel ALtEeNn. Yes, sir. 

That part of the recommended plan consists of the nine eroins 
which would be constructed here as well as extending the storm drains 


which are now under the highway. It consists of placement of sand 


fill in the groin area, also. 

Sand fill is also provided along the Santa Monica frontage from 
the groin area to Ballona Creek, between El Segundo and Redondo 
Beach breakwater, and additional fill south of Redondo Beach with 
one barrier groin at the Redondo site. Rehabilitation of the Santa 
Monica breakwater is also recommended. 

This work will fit into the comprehensive master plan which the 
County of Los An ines has developed for the improvement of the 
entire recreational features for the Los Angeles area. 

The recommended work is in complete conformance with the county 
master plan. 

Federal participation in the cost is based only on that incremental 
share deemed necessary for protection of the existing shoreline. The 
local people will provide and protect at their own expense the addi- 
tional beach widths specified in their master plan. 

Total cost of the protective features in which the Federal Govern- 
ment would participate for the entire program amounts to $11,624,000. 

Federal share is $3,874,000. One-third of the total can be applied 
in this case, because all of the property considered is publicly owned. 

The benefit-cost ratio of the master plan is 2 to 5. 

The California Department of Public Works has concurred in the 
findings, and recommends that cooperative study be considered in con- 
junction with the Playa del Rey harbor project, which it was. 

It also recommends deletion of certain portions of the report regard- 
ing the reservation by the United States to enter on the offshore lands 
for drilling purposes. 





— 
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However, that objection has been disposed of subsequently. 

Bureau of the Budget notes that the plan of improvement should be 
accomplished in accordance with the Playa del Rey project, and has 
no objection to the submission of the report to Congress. 

Mr. Mack. If beach erosion protective measures are not taken is it 
likely that highway 101 which skirts that area, or any buildings, will 
be damaged ? 

Colonel ALLEN. Highway 101 has a history now of periodic inter- 
ruption as a result of storms and erosion. 

If erosion is allowed to continue in the Santa Monica area there are 
expensive properties at this beach that could be damaged. 

Mr. Mack. Highway 101 is one of the main traveled highways 
across the States of California, Oregon, and Washington, and extends 
from the Mexican border to Vancouver, British Columbia. 

That is all I have. 

Mr. AnceLi. Thank you, Colonel. 

[ understand we have a Florida project. Colonel Allen, we will be 
glad to hear you on this project. 


Prnetias County, Fa. 


Colonel ALLEN. This study is the result of the cooperative study 
between the Board of County Commissioner, Pinellas County, and the 


Federal Government. The cost of the st udy Was 355,160. 
Pinellas County is located on the west coast of Florida, to the west 


of ‘Tampa, about midway of the penin ula. 
The study area at Pinellas County consists of numerous barrier 
islands with intervening inlets along the entire shoreline, from Clear- 


water down to the entrance to Tampa Bay. 

The purpose of the study was to produ ea plan which would retard 
erosion along the shoreline as well as stabilize the passes into the 
various bays from the Gulf of Mexico. 

Passes have a history of migrating north or south depend go on the 
littoral condition of the area. 


Part of the project is to stabilize these passes and prevent further 
migration. 

The study area comprises some 25 miles of the most developed Keys, 
Clearwater Beach Island, Sand Key, Treasure Island, and Long Key. 
Thirteen separate incorporated con munities ire included 1) these 
areas, 


Six causewavs and bridges connect these four islands to the main- 
land. 

The principal activities are tourist accommodation, citrus fruit 
growing, and commercial fishing. 


About one-eighth of the frontage 1S publi ly owned in the entire 
study area. 

The waves in the Gulf of Mexico have consistently caused erosion 
in this area, removing sand from the beaches to the offsore area, some 
of it coming back in the summer season and being removed again in 
the winter season, always with a net loss for the winter versus the 
summer season. 

Net erosion of the beach from major storms averages as much as 15 
feet in a particular storm, 15 feet horizontal recession of the shore line. 
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The restoration doetned.) here can be accomplished by the placement 
of material on the beach at a relatively low cost due to the presence of 
material in the area. 

In order to stabilize the inlets, three groins were recommended at 
Little Pass, another groin at Johns Pass, and one at Blind Pass, and 
four others here at Pass-A-Grille Pass. 

Total cost of the project is $717,350, of which the Federal share is 
$34,300. 

That low share is because of the fact that such a small percentage 
of the shoreline is publicly owned. 

Mr. OakmMan. How many miles of shoreline is that 4 

Colonel ALLEN. Approximately 25 miles. 

Combined benefit-cost ratio of the four separate islands of the total 
project is 4.2 

This is the study, Mr. Chairman, where the board of county com- 
missioners has been quer ied twice to obt: = comments with respect to 
the project. The last time was October 16, 1953, and as of yesterday 
no comments have been received. 

The Bureau of the Budget has no objection to the submission of the 
report to Congress. 

Mr. Anceti. Are the local interests willing to advance their share 
of the cost ? 

Colonel Atten. That is something we have not been able to deter- 
mine, sir. 

Mr. Ancety. You have not received an answer from that communi- 
cation and I wondered whether you had any assurance they would 
share the cost ? 

Colonel Aten. We have no information on that. 

Mr. Mack. What is the Federal share of the cost, Colonel ? 

Colonel Atten. Federal share of the cost is one-third of one-eighth, 
or $34,000 out of a total of $717,000. 

Mr. Mack. Reason for the low Federal contribution is that seven- 
eighths of the beach belongs to local interests, private interests rather 
than public? 

Colonel Aten. That is correct, 

Mr. Ancety. Are the private interests contributing anything to the 
cost ? 

Colonel Aten. Ina case like that it would be up to the agency which 
initiated the study and who wanted this area treated as a large area 
to obtain the cooperation of local interests, either through private con- 
tribution, bond issues, or something of that sort. 

Mr. Anoeiu. It would seem that the greatest benefit will be to the 
private rather than public interests. 

Colonel Atten. That may be why no reply has been received. It 
is possible that because of the low percentage of Federal participa- 
tion it has not gotten the interest it might ordinarily. 

Mr. Mack. Is that $33,000 applied to the cost of the survey ? 

Colonel ALLEN. That was the cost of the survey between the Federal 
Government and board of county commissioners. The recommended 
Federal share of construction costs is about $34,000. 

Mr. Anceti. Any questions? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Anceti. Thank you, Colonel. 

Congressman Campbell, we will be glad to hear you. 
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STATEMENT OF HON. COURTNEY CAMPBELL, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF FLORIDA 


Mr. Campreiyi. I am thoroughly familiar with the beach erosion 
roblems of our area, having formerly been a member of the State 
Board of the State of Florida. 

And I can talk from personal experience since I own a home on 
Clearwater Beach and I have had to put out beach groins to protect 
my property. Not having any knowledge of beach erosion protection, 
the Army engineers’ help and assistance means a great deal to us be- 
cause of their technical know ledge of what to do. 

I am in thorough accord with what Colonel Allen said a few mo 
ments ago about beach erosion problems there. 

Mr. ANGELL. You understand that under this law for beach-erosion 
project the Federal Government contributes one-third and the local 
interests two-thirds ? 

Mr. Camppeti. Yes,sir. On public land. 

Mr. ANGELL. Question was raised a moment ago about the amount 
of the contribution, whether or not the local interests were in a posi- 
tion to contribute the two-thirds. 

Mr. Camppext. I will answer in this way, Mr. Chairman: The city 
of Clearwater went out and pumped in a beach to try to solve the prob 
lem. Every time an individual puts out a groin the wash is higher or 
lower elsewhere. 

If it were done systematically something beneficial could be accom- 
plished for everybody. 

I think the people on the beaches would be glad to pay their pro rata 
share along the lines suggested by the colonel. 

Mr. Mack. You are in a position to put up two-thirds of the cost? 

Mr. Campsetu. Either that or Pinellas County loses its beaches. 

Mr. Ancetit. What comment do you have on the question that let- 
ters with respect to this have not been answered ? 

Mr. Campse tu. I cannot account for it, Mr. Chairman, but I think 
you will get 100 percent cooperation from the entire area. 

Mr. Mack. I would like to point out that in this case it is not a 
question of two-thirds or one-third but a question of the Florida in- 
terests supplying about 95 percent of the cost and the Federal Gov- 
ernment only 5 percent. 

The reason for this is that seven-eighths of all the lands along this 
beach are privately owned, and under existing law the Federal Gov- 
ernment can make contributions toward only that part owned pub- 
licly. 

The thing this committee must have before it can take any action on 
this proposal is a statement from local interests, county or State, or 
whoever constitutes the official local interest, that they are interested in 
this project and they are in a financial position and ready to put up 
this 90 or 95 percent of the cost of this project. 

If the committee does not have such a statement the committee has 
no basis in my opinion on which to authorize Federal funds for this 
project. 

Mr. Camppety. Would you give me sufficient time to wire the 
Pinellas County commission to get the information you want ? 

Mr. Mack. Mr. Angell is chairman of the committee. 
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Mr. Ancrtt. The Army Corps of Engineers corresponded with 
them and it is up to them to give the Army Corps of Engineers the in- 
formation. We cannot do that ourselves. 

Mr. Mack. It would be helpful to the committee if the local in- 
terests sent communication to the Army Corps of Engineers. 

Mr. Camppse.u. I am positive they will but I will get it in writing. 

Colonel Auten. I will give you the letter of reference and you can 
refer to the date of the letter. 

Mr. Campseiy. If you will give me the letter I will send a wire down 
and ask them to deal directly with you. Iam sure they will go along. 
The technical help is worth a great de altous. We prize the assistance 
of the Army Corps of Engineers a great de al in our area. 

Mr. ANGELL. Anything further / 

Mr. Campse.y. No, s 

Mr. ANceti. The ad will present it to the committee. 

Anything further on this pre jer tC? 

{ No response. ) 

Mr. Ancetu. If not that will conclude the hearings for today. 

(The following was received for insertion here. ) 

CLEARWATER, FLA., May 11, 1954. 
Brig. Gen. C. H. CHORPENING, U. S. A., 
Care of Brig. Gen. E. C. Itschner, Assistant Chief of Engineers for Civil 

Works, Gravelly Point, Washington, D. ( 

Board of County Commissioners, Pinellas County, definitely interested and will 
cooperate 100 percent in cooperative beach erosion control project of Pinellas 
County. Quite a number of municipalities involved each of whom desire to par- 


ticipate this program. Their respective attorneys have been instructed to inves- 
tigate gal problems involved in raising necessary funds. State legislation in- 


dicate a to create erosion district as vehicle to finance project will advise when 
definite plans formulated. 
Hosrey WICK, 
Chairman, Board County Commissioners, Pinellas County. 


Mr. Anceii. We will stand adjourned. 
(Whereupon, at 11:25 a. m. the hearings were concluded. ) 
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